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This study analyses the nature and basis of Vernon Robbins' socio-rhetorical criticism 
and its applicability to Luke 10:25-37. The main purpose ofthe study is to highlight 
the usefulness of socio-rhetoricalcriticism to parabolic interpretation through an 
assessment of its implications for the analysis of Luke 10:25-37. A comprehensive 
study of Robbins' approach and its applicability to the parable ofthe Good Samaritan 
(10:25-37) is conducted in three parts, in an attempt to derive a more precise 
understanding of the nature of the approach, and the manner in which Robbins 
grounds his thought in this interpretative process. 
Part I elucidates the theoretical basis of the study and its assumptions. Also included 
is a discussion of previous major trends in parabolic interpretation. This survey is 
important because it is not possible to commence a study of a parabolic text without 
presenting a brief chronological orientation of methodological approaches employed 
by scholars over the years. This section concludes with a consideration of Robbins' 
socio-rhetorical criticism as a significant innovation by moving boundaries and 
calling for dialogue among diverse disciplines. 
Part II gives a demonstration of socio-rhetorical criticism as it explores Luke 10:25-
37. Using tools of analysis from different disciplines as suggested in socio-rhetorical 
criticism, this study attempts to detect and emphasise a relationship between various 
approaches that have been applied to the parable of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10:25-
37) in an interdisciplinary manner. In the first section, attention is drawn to the 
relationship of various segments of Luke 10:25-37 to other texts, culture and history. 
It has been concluded that Luke set out to write his own version of a story which is 
not found elsewhere in the Synoptic Gospels, though a possible relationship exists 
between Luke 10:25-28 and Mark 12:28-34 (parallel Matthew 22:34-40) and parts of 
the Old Testament. In the second section, the language in Luke 10:25-37 is described 












and argumentation. The language employed contrasts the care of the needy and 
oppressed shown by the Samaritan with the negligence of the leaders of Israel. In the 
third section, the question of ideology as portrayed in Luke 10:25-37 is discussed in 
order to understand the political forces, personalities and institutions that shaped the 
lives and common destiny of the people in the first-century. In the fourth section, 
Luke 10:25-37 is analysed in the light of eastern Mediterranean cultural values by 
highlighting the concept of 'hospitality' which is closely related to the social value of 
'honour-shame.' It is argued that Luke underscores the honourable position of Jesus 
as against that of the lawyer and the Temple hierarchy who are depicted as people 
who possessed great honour but lacked compassion. In the fifth and final section, the 
concept of the sacred in Luke 10:25-37 is discussed in order to explain the manner in 
which readers employ texts to convey the relationship between the sacred and the 
human. Thus, by exploring different methods of reading Luke 10:25-37, this study is 
concerned with the challenge of developing an integrated, relevant approach towards 
the understanding of Gospel texts in general and parables in particular. 
Part III covers the evaluation of the approach and the conclusions that can be drawn. 
The issues discussed in the evaluation include a critique of socio-rhetorical analysis in 
the context of its application to Luke 10:25-37, showing its strengths and weaknesses. 
On the basis of these findings, it has been concluded that, while some weaknesses 
may be detected in the approach, on the whole the useful insights it provides may be 
of great value in the understanding of Gospels in general and parables in particular. A 
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Two basic interests have shaped and underline this investigation: (1) I seek to trace the 
rise of Vernon Robbins' approach, to examine its aims and presuppositions and to 
consider the implications of such an approach for Biblical scholarship and interpretation; 
(2) I wish to apply the socio-rhetorical strategies of Robbins to the text of Luke 10:25-37 
and to features that were characteristic of the first-century world in which Luke 10:25-37 
was written, in order to demonstrate the value of Robbins' approach. 
1.1 METHODOLOGY AND PROBLEM ANALYSIS 
This investigation has been very much inspired by a comparatively new phenomenon 
within Biblical scholarship, the socio-rhetorical analysis of New Testament material 
espoused by Robbins, most recently in his two books: The Tapestry of Early Christian 
Discourse (1996a) and Exploring the Inner Texture of Texts (1996b). Yet, interest in the 
rhetorical analysis of early Christianity is not a recent development. Although Robbins 
(1996a:2, see also 1994:165-166) talks of a much earlier influence from Amos N. Wilder 
(1955), Burton Mack (1990:12; see also Gene M. Tucker 1994:viii) attributes new 
interest in rhetoric to the speech delivered to the Society of Biblical Literature in 
December 1968 by James Muilenberg. There is a sense in which the address of 
Muilenberg could have been inspired and influenced by an earlier speech of Wilder to the 
same society in 1955, and his subsequent book, Early Christian Rhetoric (1964). In spite 
of challenges raised by both Wilder and Muilenburg. it was not until the late 1970s and 












The disciplinary orientation of this investigation is socio-rhetorical analysis. It will be 
seen that the approach adopted in this study differs from previous approaches that have 
been employed in the analysis of New Testament parables in that it is somewhat broader. 
A detailed discussion on the methodology is offered in the following chapter (2). The 
term 'parable' (Greek, parabole) is an ambiguous term and is being employed in this 
study to refer to a form of communication that possesses rhetorical features of 
argumentation. Dodd (1961:16) defined a 'parable' as "a metaphor or simile drawn from 
nature or common life, arresting the hearer by its vividness or strangeness, and leaving 
the mind in sufficient doubt about its precise application to tease it into active thought." 
This definition highlights various features of the parables of Jesus, bringing to light their 
metaphorical nature, their portrayal of reality, and their amazing ability to involve the 
listener and provoke herlhis active participation in the story. Bailey and Broek (1992: 
111) who submit that "a parable creates meaning by inviting the hearer to participate in 
that creation" further confirm this. Therefore, the term 'parable' is further being used in 
this study to refer to the comparative sayings and stories attributed to Jesus that engaged 
everyday phenomena or contexts, which were then compared to the Kingdom of God (for 
an excellent update on the scholarly understanding of parable since the time of Dodd see 
Bernard Brandon Scott [1989:8] who identifies parables as a particular type of mashal, 
one that "employs a short narrative fiction to reference a transcendent symbol"). In the 
Septuagint parable represents the Hebrew mashal, which designates a wise saying or a 
taut song (see also Findlay 1951 :2). 
A survey of present historical-critical approach in section 1.2 shows that our knowledge 
of the parables is severely limited because of the failure of these methods, except for a 
few recent works (e.g., Crossan 1976). Scholars have largely neglected the inclusion of 
"literary, rhetorical and semiotic modes" (Robbins 1996a:14) in their analysis of the 
parables (my emphasis). Robbins (1996a:14) has observed that present Biblical methods 
have for a long time now tended to "reduce New Testament texts to forms of only historic 
and theological discourse" and worse still, have culminated in disputes and disagreements 
among Biblical scholars. Since the seminal study of Adolf Julicher (1910) near the tum 











main focus of academic debate (Tolbert 1979:18). liilicher's (1910) two-volume work 
marked a decisive break with the tyrannical tradition of allegorical interpretation of 
parables that, with few exceptions, had dominated the scene since the patristic period. 
According to Scott (1989:43) liilicher's strategy for blocking allegorical interpretation 
stems from rejection of its "multiple points" in favour of his "single point" methodology. 
The assertion by liilicher that parables are not allegories (1910:148) made a tremendous 
distinction between parables and allegories. Allegory is sustained metaphor, that is to 
say, the words used do not refer to their normal meanings, but to something else that they 
indicate. A.M. Hunter (1960:77-81) provides an adequate review of the allegorical 
method and its history, which dominated the Church previously but this need not concern 
us here. Suffice to SlY that liilicher is the modem architect of this era of parabolic 
interpretation, and his book of 1910 was a decisive turning point because he showed the 
limitations of the allegorical method, though, he too could not offer an alternative (one of 
the finest books available on the analysis of Jiilicher's methodology is provided by Via 
(1967:2-27). 
Throughout this century parable scholars have disagreed on the appropriate strategies for 
interpreting the parables. Even when scholars employ the same approacli to the same 
parable they often emerge with diverse and conflicting results. One such example is that 
of Dodd (1961) and Jeremias (1963), who use the same historical method to interpret the 
parables, but in spite of this fact, the results of their interpretation differ, due to their a 
priori view of eschatology (Greek, eschatos - the term refers to the 'doctrine of the last 
things'). The failure to reach consensus on the way the text of the parable should be 
interpreted and understood underscores the importance of discussing and evaluating the 
previous and current methodological approaches in section 1.2. 
The differences of opinion about parable interpretation are such that in the melee scholars 
lose sight of the nature of parables. This diversity in the understanding of the parables as 
recorded in the Gospels inevitably breeds corresponding differences of opinion 
concerning their nature, purpose and interpretation. One reason for these conflicting 











a text raises. What can be said, however, is that the diversity of interpretations of 
parables, and the fact that various approaches have been applied to the parables, have 
worked against dialogue among analysts. 
Scholars are divided on the interpretation of parables (see also Dodd 1961: 13, Kissinger 
1979:xii-xiii, Tolbert 1979: 15-17), and the problem is how to find an operational strategy 
that will accommodate analysis of the divergent methods that have characterized 
parabolic interpretation since the time of Julicher. This convinces me of the need for an 
approach that can examine a parable froin the perspectives of different methods. Such an 
approach would lead to an examination of a parabolic text from diverse perspectives. It 
is the contention of this thesis that Robbins' socio-rhetorical criticism is one strategy that 
can bring different sets of approaches into dialogue. While I investigate Luke 10:25-37 
from a variety of perspectives, it is not my intentions in this study to attempt to solve 
what are probably insoluble problems in parabolic interpretation. This means that no 
paradigm is being presented here as providing the only approach to interpret parables, 
because social-rhetorical criticism is a broad-based interdisciplinary approach. Lukan 
scholarship on the parable of the Good Samaritan (10:25-37) has been extensive, but to 
my knowledge very few comprehensive literary studies have been undertaken which seek 
to incorporate contemporary methods of socio-rhetorical analysis. 
1.2 PREVIOUS SCHOLARSHIP ON PARABLES 
A brief survey of the paradigm shifts in parabolic interpretation since the time of Dodd 
would doubtless highlight the developments of the debate so far. In the following 
paragraphs a few summarising remarks will introduce some of the main previous 
investigations into parables, giving special attention to the parable of the Good Samaritan 
(10:25-37). I will underline what these approaches have to say and their limitations. As 
far as parabolic interpretation is concerned, in the twentieth century the discussion on 
parables has mainly taken place within four rather radically opposed schools of thought: 











historical-existential (Linnemann); (4) existential-aesthetic [historical] (Via) [Bailey 
1976:23]. In addition to these four major schools of thought, I have added the following: 
(5) historical-literary model (Crossan); and (6) literary-cultural model (Bailey). The list 
of methodological approaches selected is not exhaustive, for the purpose is to identify 
certain methodological trends in the current debate. The list for the exponents of each 
method is neither exhaustive nor complete; only the leading exponents are cited in most 
cases. 
1.2.1 Historical-eschatological dimensions (Dodd, Jeremias) 
Charles Harold Dodd (1884-1973) and Joachim Jeremias (1900-1980) are the chief 
proponents of the historical-eschatological approach, which they applied to parables. I 
will discuss the two separately below. 
1.2.1.1 Charles Harold Dodd (1961) provides an extensive analysis of the parables 
along the lines of a historical-eschatological interpretation. In his analysis, Dodd showed 
that Jesus taught that the Kingdom of God was already present during his ministry. The 
term 'eschatology' (Greek eschatos) in the theology of Dodd refers to the rule of God 
present in Jesus himself (Dodd 1961:29-61). According to Dodd (1961:36) the reign of 
God was inaugurated in the words and actions of Jesus: "Something has happened, 
which has not happened before, and which means that the sovereign power of God has 
come into effective operation." Dodd (1961 :84-114) endeavored to discover the original 
setting of the parables in the life and work of Jesus, a contribution that has been greeted 
with enormous criticism. It must be put on record here that he was the first to pursue a 
historical-eschatological analysis of the parables. He was comfortable with JUlicher's 
rejection of allegorical interpretation (Dodd 1961: 14). However, Dodd was the first to 
question the categories introduced by both JijIicher and Bultmann to the parables. For 
instance, JijIicher (1910:153) classifies parables as falling into three categories. The first 
is similitude, for instance, in Luke 15:3-7 and Matthew 18:12-14. The events in these 
parables are narrated in the present tense. The second category is the parable proper. 











32. The third category is the exemplary story (illustration) that belongs to the third type. 
Although in the course of Dodd's analysis he ended up distinguishing between parables 
and similitudes, he nevertheless indicated that the distinction between them was not 
highly accurate (Dodd 1961 :54). 
Dodd managed to provide a new perspective on various characteristics of Jesus' parables, 
highlighting their metaphorical features and their original context or Sitz im Leben. He 
insisted that the parables were uttered in an actual situation in the life of Jesus and where 
concerned with the situation of coirflict that came into being following Jesus' own 
presence (Dodd 1961:115-130). An important aspect of the contribution of Dodd to 
parabolic interpretation is his situating them in the proclamation of the Kingdom that was 
realised in Jesus' ministry: "The inconceivable had happened: history had become the 
vehicle of the eternal; the absolute was clothed with flesh and blood" (Dodd 1961:147). 
There is a sense in which Dodd was responding to Johannes Weiss (1971:57-60), Albert 
Schweitzer (1931 :353-358) and others who had introduced the eschatological feature to 
the parables of Jesus. Schweitzer popularized Weiss' theory of the extreme futurist 
eschatology, "consequent eschatology" (see also Vermes 1983:37). Both Weiss (1955: 
60-90) and Schweitzer (1960:34-55) maintained that Jesus' understanding of the 
Kingdom was apocalyptic and otherworldly and that its dawn in history was soon to 
come. 
In the years that followed, there was no reason why the interpretation of parables was 
going to overlook the eschatological nature of Jesus' proclamations as proposed by Weiss 
and Schweitzer (Breech 1982: 1; see also Kissinger 1979: 117-118). In his reaction, Dodd 
(1961:41) coined the term "realised eschatology." According to this position, Jesus 
taught that the Kingdom and eschatological salvation were realised in his own ministry: 
"This world has become the scene of a divine drama in which the eternal issues are laid 
bare. It is the hour of decision. It is realised eschatology" (Dodd 1961: 148; for a fuller 
account of how the early Church's eschatology developed from the teaching of Jesus see 
J. A. T. Robinson 1957). In order to balance his argument, Dodd (1961:96-105, 122-











Kingdom (for example in the Lord's Prayer - Luke 11 :2-4, Matthew 6:9-13, Didache 8), 
such language should be taken to refer to a realised Kingdom of God. He contends that 
since Jesus proclaims that the Kingdom of God has already dawned with his own 
presence, the parables should not be taken to portray a message different from that (Dodd 
1961:133). He views parables as " ... the natural expression ofa mind that sees truth in 
concrete pictures rather than conceives it in abstraction" (Dodd 1961: 16). Therefore two 
major points sum up his work: (1) reconstruction of the context of the parables 
historically, and (2) eschatological perspectives of the Kingdom of God in Jesus' 
proclamations (Dodd 1961 :5-9). 
Dodd's analysis has merits, but it also has serious weaknesses. It can be argued that he 
went too far in attempting to put words into the mouth of Jesus that the Kingdom of God 
proclaimed by him was a realised one and in the process playing down its futurist aspect. 
For one thing it is somewhat misleading to reduce the entire ministry of Jesus to a single 
point concept, that is, the Kingdom of God (Westermann 1990:158). As Westermann 
(1990: 158) observes: 
This limitation makes it inevitable that the author is particularly interested in 
what all the parables have in common: they all refer to the crisis which occurred 
in the ministry of Jesus even where the later reworking no longer allows us to 
recognise this. 
Moreover, the implications of the conclusion Dodd (1961: 146-156) draws in his book, 
that a parable contains a single point of meaning that he argues was manifest in the entire 
ministry of Jesus, are misleading because he fails to account for the abundant diversity 
exhibited in the individual parables of Jesus. However, Dodd will always be remembered 
as one who laid the foundation of the twentieth century recovery of the historical-
eschatological setting to the parables and made a lasting contribution to New Testament 
scholarship. It is important to indicate that, although Dodd initially did not expect any 
future apocalyptic event, later he modified this position (Dodd 1950). Dodd's 
recognition of "realised eschatology" was a necessary reaction to an earlier over-











1.2.1.2 Joachim Jeremias also pursues the parables from a historical perspective thereby 
continuing the work of Dodd. In stating the problem in Part One of his book, he 
endeavours to recover the original parable and the situation in which Jesus told it 
(Jeremias 1972:22). The significance of Jeremias' contribution to the interpretation of 
parables is the distinction he made between the context in the life of the early Church and 
the context in the life of Jesus (Jeremias 1947:113f, 1972:23, see also Bailey 1976:17). 
Through this approach he was able to situate the meaning of the parables in the life of 
Jesus by employing their Palestinian context (1972:11-12). Jeremias (1972:21) maintains 
that parables "were mostly concerned with a situation of conflict - with justification, 
defence, attack, and even challenge. For the most part, though not exclusively, they are 
weapons of controversy." This is significantly true of the parable, that of the Good 
Samaritan (10:25-37) under investigation, because it meets most of the observations 
made by Jeremias. Like Dodd, Jeremias (1947:91) erroneously describes parables as 
images when in actual fact they are narratives (see also Westermann 1990:159, Bailey & 
Broek 1992:108). Unlike Dodd's, the attempt by Jeremias to categorise the parables has 
been applauded because it has helped in the understanding of the types of parables. It has 
also helped to shed light on the context that the author of a particular Gospel addresses in 
relating a parable. He does not, however, concur with Dodd on the aspect of "realised 
eschatology;" instead Jeremias argues for "eschatology that is in the process of 
realisation" (Jeremias 1972:230). Jeremias (1977:16) attacked 1iilicher for overlooking 
the eschatological feature of the message of Jesus because eschatology to him (Jeremias) 
was in the process of realisation. He equally attacked Dodd for stressing too much the 
realised eschatological character of the Kingdom (Jeremias 1977:18). However, at the 
centre of this whole debate was the subject of the 'historical Jesus.' The term 'historical 
Jesus' refers to the life and teaching of Jesus as reconstructed by historical methods. 
What is of great interest here is the fact that both Dodd and Jeremias pursue the same 
methodology on the parables and come up with conflicting results. Jeremias made a 
detailed analysis of the language, style and contents of the parables in which he held that 











1.2.2 (Historical) aesthetic dimensions: Jones 
Following the 1960s and the early 1970s there was a new turn in the interpretation of 
parables. More and more scholars began to move away from Dodd and Jeremias and 
attacked them for their limited single-sidedness in their attempts to reconstruct the 
parables historically. They claimed that the approaches of Dodd and Jeremias had also 
been negligent of the existential and literary aspects of the parables. Jones (1964:167-
205) pursued the parables along the lines of the historical-aesthetic approach. The 
essence of Jones' historical-aesthetic approach was to move out of the bounds of history 
and introduce a timelessness characteristic to parables as works of art. According to 
fones (1964:122, 123) parables are not simply assertions "about how one should behave 
or how God acts," but they are "independent of time." Jones' (1964:125, 141) major 
contribution to parabolic interpretation is the realisation that parables address the 
existence of humanity in relation to God "regardless of the passage of time or the 
changing environment." In this regard, he called for a broader application of the parables 
that transcends the historical approach (Jones 1964: 165). 
Jones's contribution to parabolic interpretation was an important achievement in re-
emphasising the fact that parables are not only works of art but possess the potential to be 
regarded as channels of communication. Jones (1964:x) saw the parable as a literary 
genre and form of art, culturally embedded in Hebrew art forms. Jones (1964:141-143) 
categorizes some fifty parables into three groups: (1) those whose relevance is confined 
to first-century Palestine; (2) those parables which are didactic in nature and were 
intended to instruct or teach a moral lesson that can be employed outside their original 
context; and (3) general parables capable of wider application, like the parable of the 
Prodigal Son (Luke 15:11-32). 
Unfortunately, Jones is not helpful here, as his categorisation of parables into three 
classes is limited. Via (1967:90) offers a good critique of the classification of parables by 
Jones, arguing that Jones categorises parables in line with what he perceives to be their 











categorisation of parables, his actual delineation of the parables as art form is 
contradictory [this contradiction is as a result of the fact that Jones (1964:39) does not 
entirely do away with Dodd and Jeremias, nor does he entirely omit historical dimensions 
of his parables]. Although his method plays down the historical aspect of parables, 
. historical dimensions of analysis inform Jones' aesthetic approach. He concludes that 
interpretation of parables is hampered by narrow presuppositions employed by many 
scholars (Jones 1964: 1 09) as they overlook the fact that parables are works of art not 
limited to time or history (Jones 1964:123-125). 
1.2.3. The existential dimension of parables: Linnemann and Via 
Linnemann and Via are the two architects of the recent existential approach to parables. 
Linnemann (1966) relies heavily on the methodological approach of Jeremias coupled 
with her own interest in the historical as well as existential perspectives of parables. She 
has been greatly influenced by Bultmann, Jeremias and Fuchs (Linnemann 1966:xiii). 
Linnemann submits that the parables of Jesus arose out of conflict situations, and were 
intended to obtain agreement from the opponents he encountered (1966:23). She argues 
that the contribution of the narrator of the parable should not overshadow the "ideas, 
images and evaluations" which were at play in the audience of the parable: "In the 
parable the verdict of the narrator on the situation in question "interlocks" with that of the 
listener. Both evaluations of the situations go into the parable" (Linnemann 1966:22f, 
27). She further submits that attention must be paid to identifying what the "opposition 
between the narrator and his listeners consisted of," (Linnemann 1966:22) and the impact 
that such words had on its audience. 
On the other hand, Via criticize both Jones and Linnemann, pointing out their 
deficiencies. Via (1974:105-133) employs the existential-aesthetic approach to parables, 
drawing heavily from both Jones's aesthetic and Linnemann's existentialist approaches. 
His approach diverges from the strictly historical and diachronic approach by 











hermeneutics of a text as an active process in which its new meaning becomes constituted 
through the act of interpretation in which the "language of the text becomes an event." 
He identifies parables as works of art (1967:76). However, Via (1967:70) views 
parables not only as works of art but also as aesthetic objects which should not be 
confused with illustrations. While acknowledging their existential-theological 
perspective, Via (1967:70) nevertheless views the parables mainly as aesthetic objects. 
Via (1967:81) observes that the meaning of a parable is implied within itself and also 
beside itself. Elucidation as to what he means by this expression is afforded in his 
summary when he points out that: "In this chapter it has been argued that a work of 
literary art means both in and through itself but that the inner, non-referential meaning is 
dominant" (Via 1967:86). Via has made use of tools of analysis from literary criticism 
with his major objective being a literary existential approach. It is on the basis of this 
model, that Via (1974:x) proposes to interpret the parables. Via was more sensitive to the 
aesthetic character of parables. What is of interest, however, is the fact that although 
both Via and Jones apply the same method to the same parable, they emerge with 
dissentient results as was the case with Jeremias and Dodd, discussed in sub-section 
1.2.1. 
A further criticism ofthe historical approach to parables is found in Via's (1974:ix) major 
study on the parables in which he observed that the historical approach leaves the parable 
in the past with absolutely nothing to convey to the current situation; as it overlooks the 
aesthetic and existential characteristics of the parable (see also prominent scholars who 
have brought the severely historical paradigm under critique such as Cadbury 1960: 118; 
Kasemann 1964:45; Bornkamm 1960:69). While I agree with Via that we cannot be 
certain as to what the original situation was, I do not share his view that the historical 
approach to parables has nothing to offer to the prese~t. This is the reason why he (Via) 
fails to do justice in his analysis because his aesthetic approach to parables is not 
informed of the literary forms prevalent in the historical setting in first-century Palestine. 
I would further argue that parables can be and are recontextualised each time they are 











1.2.4 The historical-literary dimensions: Crossan 
13 
Crossan is one of the leading scholars in the area of parables and the historical Jesus in 
America. One of his major contributions has been the introduction of literary techniques 
to parabolic interpretation. This was an interdisciplinary approach in which he applied 
tools from philosophy and poetry to the study of parables (Crossan 1976:30; see also 
Brown 1976:530). The growing conviction that a Biblical text demands both diachronic 
and genetic study of its causes and effects as well as synchronic and systematic study of 
its thematic or generic parallels infonns his theory of analysis (Crossan 1979:1). 
Crossan's approach is clearly a historical-literary analysis of the parables of Jesus. He 
seeks to reconcile the historical and the literary critical methods which were exclusively 
set apart by years of parabolic research. Crossan's approach depends heavily on studies 
into the quest for the historical Jesus, which he regards as coherent and relevant in Gospel 
analysis (Crossan 1976:46). According to Crossan (1973:xiii), the tenn "historical 
Jesus" is employed "to remind us that we have literally no language and parables of Jesus 
except and insofar as such can be retrieved and reconstructed from within the language of 
their earliest interpreters." 
Crossan (1974:11; see also Brown 1976:531) situates parables in the context of poetic 
metaphor by using tools from the literary critical techniques of poets like Brooks and 
Eliot. He appears comfortable with the use of the tenn "metaphor" to describe parables: 
"Any good teacher knows the value of metaphor in explaining to a student something 
which is new to one's experience" (Crossan 1974:11). The purpose of the parables is to 
metaphorically "present the Kingdom of God as the advent of a radically new world of 
possibilities, the reversal of ordinary expectations, the call to action that is yet unspecified 
in detail" (Crossan 1976:53). Crossan (1963) draws a distinction here by maintaining 
that the tenn 'parable' refers to a literary genre. He further goes on to indict Bultrnann's 
categorisation of parables into three categories. These are (1) similitude (narrated in 
present tense), (2) parable proper (takes fonn of a story) and (3) exemplary story 
(illustration). Crossan rejects Bultmann's categorisation of certain Lukan parables as 











who identifies the same parables as 'example parables' in Luke), and it could be argued 
that the author reshaped them along the lines of 'example stories.' This classification 
shows particular interest on the part of the author in upholding good moral behavior in 
the community in line with Christian life through the use of "example stories," 
furthermore, this strengthens the suggestion that Luke wrote for a Christian Gentile 
audience (Breech 1983:160-163). However, the classification of the four Lukan parables 
mentioned above into "exemplary story" or "parable proper" remains problematic. 
1.2.5 Literary cultural dimensions: Bailey 
Kenneth E. Bailey (1984) undertook a lengthy examination of the parables in Luke along 
the lines of what he calls a literary-cultural approach. Through this approach, Bailey has 
made a contribution to analysing the poetic structures of the parables in the light of the 
culture that shaped the text. He proceeds on the premise that knowledge of the oriental 
culture, which shaped the parables, is important for their interpretation. His methodology 
seeks to get rid of the "foreignness" of the parables because the cultural location of the 
Church, which was originally Palestine, has changed (1976:27). In order to do this he 
engages in three distinct tasks. (1) He seeks to analyse the parables within the cultural 
context of eastern Mediterranean peasants who still inhabit the various areas of the 
Middle East and who have preserved their culture (Bailey 1976: 14-16). The importance 
of this analysis according to Bailey is to enable the interpreter to understand what the 
parables mean in their own setting. (2) He also seeks to analyse ancient literature that has 
relevance to parables (Bailey 1976:56-60). The significance of analysing ancient 
literature is that it affords the interpreter an opportunity to observe the progression of 
translation of a text. (3) He seeks to consult surviving ancient versions of the. Gospels to 
illuminate the meaning of parables in their original context (Bailey 1976:80-102). 
Bailey has made an important step in the right direction for interpreting parables by 
stating his two-fold desire to understand the culture as well as the cultural context of the 











beyond the works of Jiilicher, Jeremias, Dodd, Jones and Via, it is important to point out 
here that the methodology of his investigation does not show how the literary structure 
and the cultural milieu relate to each other (see Tolbert 1979:22). Bailey's study reflects 
the limitations of the literary-cultural approach, which is restrictive to a large extent as it 
overlooks the fact that the peasant first-century culture that informs the parables has not 
remained intact. Although he has brought significant insights to parabolic interpretation, 
such as "the discovery of literary types and poetic forms," his analysis is limited by the 
fact that he has not worked out how those elements relate to each other (see also Tolbert 
1979:22). 
1.3 JUSTIFICATION FOR EMPLOYING SOCIO-RHETORICAL 
CRITICISM TO LUKE 10:25-37 
Cumulatively, this survey has shown that we lack a comprehensive understanding of the 
parables. I will show that, of the different Biblical approaches to parables, none stresses 
more fully the unique attributes of an interdisciplinary approach than the socio-rhetorical 
analysis. None of the approaches reviewed in section 1.2 above succeeds in clarifying 
the parable along the lines of socio-rhetorical analysis which integrates the diversity of 
these approaches (Robbins does not deal directly with parables hence the bias towards 
parables in this thesis is mine). The statement by Kelley (1971:127) that "each major 
emphasis has brought a corrective to the situation that was inherited and then has had to 
be corrected itself" is true of the events that unfold in this survey. Parabolic 
interpretation has seen many disputes arise with little offered that draws attention to the 
criteria for settling these disputes. In the course of this history, disputes themselves have 
become items of controversy on which further research is dependent. Robbins is right to 
call for an interdisciplinary approach that seeks to integrate conflicting methods into 
dialogue because more lies in our Biblical differences than is at first apparent (Robbins 
1 996a:98). In this analysis, I shall not pretend that the very diverse perspectives on 
parables can be reduced to a fundamental harmony. There are common preoccupations 











disagreements, one parabolic interpreter can still recognise and talk to another, but the 
consensus is rudimentary. It is sensible to acknowledge unity in diversity by the way in 
which I have reviewed the divergences that mark the discipline of parabolic 
interpretation. 
This study does not in any wa~ suggest that the other previous approaches are invalid. 
More recently, however, the situation has begun to change. There is a greater awareness 
of the literary form of the parables. Wilder, Muilenberg, Robbins, Burton, Gowler, and 
others have begun to spell out the ideas and assumptions underlying the different 
approaches to New Testament material. In particular, Robbins has performed a valuable 
service to New Testament scholarship in spelling out both the normative and explanatory 
theories embedded in his socio-rhetorical approach (Robbins 1994, I 996a, 1996b etc.). 
As I argue in this study, this particular approach, in terms of its prescriptive strategies and 
integrated nature, has great potential for the discipline of New Testament in general, and 
parables in particular. At the very least, these strategies offer a terrain that is relevant to 
the interpretation of parables and can be explored systematically to uncover new insights 
in the parables today. 
1.4 SOURCES 
This study has drawn on a variety of materials. In addition to the literature that has 
already been cited, certain other works have provided important background information 
for the theme of this study. These have been cited in the thesis and listed in the 
bibliography at the end. It is however, upon Robbins' materials that this study rests 
heavily. I shall express a personal view on matters that he raises, yet my study will 
remain very much within Robbins' perspective, with my basic assumption being rooted 
towards an investigation of the parable of the Good Samaritan in Luke (10:25-37). 
Although the parable does not occur in any other Gospel, reference will be made to the 
other Synoptic Gospels and Pauline literature. These writings are undoubtedly the most 











to the Gospels in their final form, but will seek to investigate the traditions, which are 
earlier than the written texts. 
1.5 LIMITATIONS TO THE STUDY 
In pursuit of such an interest one has to face limitations. This study has been confined to 
the parable of the Good Samaritan contained in the Gospel of Luke (10:25-37). What this 
means is that I deal only with one small portion of the New Testament. The inclusion of 
other material from the Synoptic Gospels as well would have been of great interest. But 
in order to keep the present study within a reasonable limit, I have had to refrain from 
doing so. This parable is only found in the Gospel according to Luke, but I am aware that 
the narratives contained in this Gospel, like other Gospel narratives, were composed from 
a larger body of oral material. It is recognised, however, that material from oral sources 
can be unreliable. 
This work is a study of both the narrative context (10:25-29,36,37) and the parable (10: 
30-35) because I must examine the Lukan setting that is provided to the parable in order 
for me to generate the Lukan worldview. Luke places the parable of the Good Samaritan 
within the framework of a dialogue between Jesus and an expert in the Jewish law (Luke 
10:25-37). Contrary to the views held by Bultmann (1968: 178; see also Evans 1990:468 
who argues that the Lukan presentation is muddled) that the context provided by Luke 
lacks natural quality, I find the Lukan setting of controversy a literary unit. Although 
Evans (1990:33) talks of inconsistencies between Luke 10:29 ad 36, it is the submission 
of this thesis that the corresponding nature of verses 29 and 36 is valid on grammatical 
grounds (for a detailed analysis of the consistency in grammar of verses 29 and 36 see 
Young 1992:62). Therefore, throughout the discussion in this thesis, I will refer to the 











1.6 THE PLAN 
This study comprises three major parts. The three parts each have a different focus but 
are not mutually exclusive; often argumentation in one section has relevance for others. 
Part I covers the introduction to and methodology of this study. In Chapter Two, I 
outline and analyse the methodology of socio-rhetorical criticism by tracing its origins, 
examining its aims and presuppositions. Part II applies the methodology of socio-
rhetorical criticism to Luke 10:25-37 in an attempt to indicate how it may be applied to 
New Testament exegesis. I will also observe the methods in use and kinds of results 
obtained in this interdisciplinary approach. Part III, which is the final section, has two 












Methodology: Principles underlying Socio-rhetorical Criticism for 
Analysing Luke 10:25-37 
2. INTRODUCTION 
19 
The aim of this chapter is three-fold: (1) to trace the rise of Robbins' approach, socio-
rhetorical criticism; (2) to outline and examine the aims, nature and presuppositions of the 
approach; and (3) lastly, to consider the implications of such an approach to the 
interpretation of parables with particular reference to the parable of the Good Samaritan 
(Luke 10:25-37). Clearly, to attempt such a task within the confines of a single chapter 
means that often I may do little more than outline analytical perspectives or make an 
important point briefly without fuller discussion or documentation (for a complete discussion 
on socio-rhetorical criticism see Robbins 1984, 1994, 1996a, 1996b, etc.). 
I am convinced that a thorough analysis of New Testament material in general and parables 
in particular requires an integrated approach that shows the use of different methods in 
practice. For pragmatic reasons, I argue that socio-rhetorical criticism seems to offer a 
practical solution of including material from widely alternative interpretations that use 
different sets of questions and different strategies for interpreting the text. While I 
investigate Luke 10:25-37 from a variety of perspectives, it is not my intention in this study 
to claim to solve problems in parabolic interpretation, but this, in my view, is the right 
direction for finding solutions. 
2.1 THE DEVELOPMENT OF SOCIO-RHETORICAL CRITICISM 
The purpose of this section will be to try to give Robbins' personal as well as his professional 
account of his motivation towards this approach, describing briefly its historical 
development. David B. Gowler (1994: xv-xvi) has earlier attempted to provide a description 
of the development of socio-rhetorical criticism, which he claims, has been done from his 











Gowler (1994:1-4) chronicled the progression and maturation of socio-rhetorical criticism, 
which he traced back to 1975 when Robbins undertook a study of the "we-passages" in Acts. 
The significance of this study was the disclosure that "a well-known social convention could 
greatly influence the rhetoric of a literary narrative" (Gowler 1994:3). However, three factors 
have contributed significantly to the development of Robbins' socio-rhetorical approach. 
These are his own context coupled with his many years of working as Professor of New 
Testament in the Department of Religion and his interaction with colleagues in the 
Department of Classics at Emory University, the influence of Amos Wilder, and 
dissatisfaction with the limitations of the historical approach. I will take each of these in tum. 
Such an overview of Robbins' background can usefully serve to provide a foundation for 
understanding the role-played by these influences and dynamics in shaping his socio-
rhetorical approach to texts. 
2.1.1 The context for engaging Robbins' socio-rhetorical criticism 
In both of his books, The Tapestry of Early Christian Discourse (1996a), and Exploring the 
Texture of Texts (1996b); Robbins does what I perceive every Biblical scholar and interpreter 
should do at some point in the course of hislher development, namely, give an account of 
hislher cultural and social background and the prime influences which have moulded hislher 
thought. The significance of tracing such background information is to provide insights into 
the kind of ideological orientation that informs the interpreter and its implications for hislher 
analysis of a Biblical text. Demarest (1988:295) rightly argues that "the aim of the interpreter 
is to re-discover the 'you' in 'me' ... the life experience of the interpreter provides a point of 
contact, or of pre-understanding; with which to approach a text." The point Demarest is 
advancing agrees well with Robbins (1996a:24-27, 1996b:95-99) when he challenges every 
interpreter, including himself, to interrogate their individual ideologies and evaluate 
himselflherself as to how those ideologies shape their interpretations. Fiorenza (1988:5) 
observes that the context of an interpreter is a major factor that shapes the way in which 
he/she "sees the world, constructs reality or interprets Biblical texts." Going by this 
assertion, I would say that the underlying personal ideologies to a large extent shape the 
understanding the interpreter makes of New Testament material. Therefore, the 
autobiography provided in Robbins' two 1996 books is intended to explain why and in what 




















protected, and assaulted," and he claims that this has come about because of "a thriving 
discipline of research and productivity" (Robbins 1994:xi). Obviously this is a positive 
development in Biblical scholarship because research is an enabling process in Biblical 
studies, and is one that is being stressed more today than ever before. For instance, Biblical 
scholars studying parables are recognising the need for adequate answers to numerous 
questions that characterise parabolic interpretation, which can only be attained through 
research. Robbins (1996a:96-99) reads Biblical texts against a background of the diverse 
American society and with a sense of the variety of thought and expression that he encounters 
in Biblical scholarship today. This agrees well with Ingrid Rosa Kitzberger's (1994:192) 
observation that whenever she encounters Biblical texts she brings to them her own already 
inscribed text, comprising her own "socialisation and history, as well as everyday 
experience .... " This reality has helped Robbins to apply a wide range of techniques and tools 
of analysis derived from diverse disciplines to Biblical texts. Methodologically, Robbins' 
socio-rhetorical criticism suggests an interaction between various methods; that is combining 
social-scientific and literary-criticism approaches to read New Testament material (Robbins 
1996a:1-3, 1996b:I-2). He rejects the notion of one correct single method in which the New 
Testament can be read. 
2.1.2 The influence of Wilder on Robbins 
In his address to the Society of Biblical Literature in 1955, Amos Wilder raised several issues 
for Biblical interpreters which Robbins (1996a:2) terms the "embryonic form" of his 
approach. Three major points were raised in the address of Wilder (1956:1-3, see also 
Robbins 1996a:2): (1) the nature of religious symbol and symbolic discourse, (2) New 
Testament eschatology, and (3) employment of anthropology and folklore to interpret 
Biblical materials. In the vision of Wilder (1956:25), he saw that the integration of 
approaches such as rhetorical, literary, and linguistics would help to do justice to the 
interpretation of early Christian texts. He called on Biblical scholars and interpreters to 
engage these approaches because of the value he saw in language and communication as an 
interaction that involved all· phenomena: "how primal an activity speech is in the human 
being, and how deeply linked it is with all that identifies our very being and 'world'" (Wilder 











language as persuasive, and this has helped him to re-discover how the theory of and practice 
of Greco-Roman rhetoric has influenced the material now in the New Testament. 
Wilder's challenge sparked off considerable research into the inner nature of New Testament 
texts with diverse results. This call by Wilder (1955) for a change from disciplinary to 
interdisciplinary approach in the analysis of Biblical materials is one that has had tremendous 
impact on Robbins to develop his interdisciplinary approach. Subsequently, the work of 
Wilder, Early Christian Rhetoric (1964), raised significant landmark points which underlie 
most Biblical interpretation in general and socio-rhetorical criticism in particular (for a good 
introduction to classical rhetoric see James Muilenburg 1969, George A. Kennedy 1984; 
Mack L. Burton and Vernon K. Robbins 1989, Mack L. Burton 1990). Wilder (1964:34, see 
also Robbins 1996a:7) discussed the phenomenon of language, including speech, 
communication and rhetoric, in early Christianity. Of greater significance in this study was 
his analysis of "genres" such as dialogue and story, parable and poem, in Biblical literature 
which set the stage for future research. The impact of these studies on Robbins stimulated his 
interest in style and textual structure of Biblical texts such as is demonstrated in Robbins' 
inner texture method, which subsequently led to his publication of Jesus the Teacher (1984). 
Although Wilder's interest is confined only to the rhetorical aspect of the analysis of Biblical 
data, I am justified in indicating that this had played a major role in shaping the rhetorical 
aspect of socio-rhetorical criticism in the form we have it now. In fact, Robbins (l996a:2) 
himself confirms this when he admits to being influenced by Wilder. 
One major contribution of rhetorical studies, according to Robbins, is the insights provided 
about the rhetorical patterns practised in the Hellenistic environment in which the Gospels 
and Acts were written. The significance lies in the focus on the rhetorical argument that 
distinguishes a major argument by providing reasons and supporting proof (Robbins 1996a: 
239; see also Kennedy 1984:29f). The importance of rhetorical analysis is that it informs the 
interpreter of the function a particular saying plays in the argument contained in a given text. 
Robbins (1984:201-206) outlines a very interesting pattern of argumentation in the Gospel 
according to Mark. This study, Jesus the Teacher (1984), is of tremendous importance to 











world in the first-century by suggesting an integration of "religious traditions, folklore, and 
ethical pronouncements" in respect of the "religio-ethical teachers" (Robbins 1984:201-206). 
This study (Robbins 1984, reference here must also be made of his later works in which his 
approach has been developed even further - such as 1994, 1996a, 1996b, etc.) shows how 
Wilder influenced the development of Robbins' theories of socio-rhetorical criticism. 
2.1.3 Dissatisfaction with the limitations of the historical approach 
As expounded in his own work, socio-rhetorical criticism is best understood as arising out of 
Robbins' (1996a:I-2, 13-14) dissatisfaction with the limitations of the historical approach in 
the analysis of New Testament material. The move towards historical critical study of the 
Gospels nonetheless produced a diversity of and often conflicting approaches "which 
overemphasise a single dimension ofa Biblical text" (Robbins 1996a:14). Biblical methods 
have multiplied in the present century and have become more critical, pluriform and diverse. 
In contrast, Robbins (1996a:2-17, 1996b:I-4) argues that it is advantageous to integrate 
methods of reading a text by stimulating an interaction between different approaches. 
According to Robbins (1996a: 1), Biblical materials should be analysed in the light of socio-
rhetorical criticism that highlights the "literary, social, cultural, and ideological" dimensions 
of a given text. 
Robbins' (1984, 1994, 1996a, 1996b, etc.) work indicates the range and depth of the 
exegetical, classical, and philosophical abilities he brings to New Testament interpretation. 
Specifically, this potential can be considered through the suggestion that he makes to other 
scholars pursuing historical enquiries that they should not close doors to tools of analysis 
from other disciplines (Robbins 1984:xii, Robbins 1996a:40-43). He argues that we can 
never adequately appreciate the meaning of Biblical texts without the realisation that our 
world-view is made up of relational structure of the reality of things to each other (Robbins 
1996a: 18-24, 1996:4, 132) - and that Biblical approaches are not an exception. In this 







































Commenting on the achievements of this approach as opposed to other limited approaches, 
Robbins (l996a:41) observes that "the difference is the range of insight brought to the 
conclusions the interpreter draws." This yields valuable contributions, full of insight from 
different perspectives of understanding the Biblical exegesis of a parabolic text (my 
. emphasis). This approach (socio-rhetorical criticism) focuses on the manner in which things 
relate to each other in written texts (Robbins 1996a:38). This goal is realised through the 
employment of other Biblical and contemporary methods iIi their own right: "various 
disciplines engage in conversation with one another on equal tenns, rather than dismiss one 
another through their power structures" (Robbins 1996a: 41). Through this procedure, socio-
rhetorical criticism achieves more than traditional Biblical criticism and opens new avenues 
of interpretation. 
Robbins (I994:xii) argues that his "goal is to create an environment where people's 
boundaries can be respected for what they are." But he warns that "accepting only one 
person's boundaries creates a fonn of tyranny; accepting multiple boundaries is an admission 
that we humans are created by God in diverse fonns for diverse purposes" (Robbins 
1994:xii). Therefore, Robbins is calling for the re-opening of genuine discussion between 
interpreters to bring together phenomena from literary, rhetorical, historical, social, cultural, 
ideological, and theological findings to Biblical texts (Robbins 1996a:3-17, 1996b:1-4). The 
importance of this interdisciplinary approach is that it introduces very interesting tools for use 
in the analysis of the New Testament materials. Socio-rhetorical criticism incorporates 
accomplishments of past scholarship and will continue to depend not only on older historical-
critical method but also on social science approaches. 
There are, however, two objections to the employment of social sciences in New Testament 
analysis. (I) The social sciences are reductionist, since they claim to give all the answers to 
New Testament material while at the same time overlooking the religious aspect of it. Emile 
Durkheim (1964), one of the architects of reductionist criticism, argued those social science 
models could explain religion in its totality. (2) The dependence of social sciences on 
contemporary cultural models makes them have no relevance for analysing first-century texts. 











championed by W.A. Meeks (1983). This situation has changed today as most sociologists 
have realised that this kind of analysis can only explain one aspect of the phenomena. Malina 
(1982:237) making a defence and description of the application of the social sciences had this 
to say of such disciplines as methods that seek to: 
... explain sets of data - and not models - from the perspectives of biology, sociology, 
political science, economics, and the like is not reductionistic. Rather such varied 
explanations pushed to their limit simply reveal how much can be known and 
explained by using a given model. The data set, the range of information remains 
intact. 
Following this assertion by Malina, Robbins (1996a, 1996b) is justified in engaging socio-
linguistic and anthropological models in the analysis of New Testament materials as these 
models shed more light on the context in which Biblical texts were written. I hope to show 
through my analysis of Luke 10:25-37 in Chapter Three how useful these models are as they 
illuminate the contents of a text. Further, the justification for the use of these models, as has 
been pointed out before in this study (see sub-section 2.1.3), is the inadequacy of the 
traditional historical-critical approach to engage concepts and dimensions from the social 
sciences in order to deal adequately with New Testament material. 
Second, another goal of Robbins' socio-rhetorical criticism is his call for dialogue between 
interpreters, which is the means by which interpreters will be able to extend and improve 
their analysis of New Testament data (Robbins 1996a:3, 9). As a procedure, discussion is a 
technique that can bring together even the most conflicting interpreters. Robbins (1994:xi) 
seeks to attain a situation in New Testament analysis where barriers are removed and 
information flows from one interpreter to another. Socio-rhetoricaI criticism has awakened 
awareness among interpreters of Biblical texts of the necessity to respect the other person, 
listen carefully to them, and struggle to understand them because there can be no dialogue 
without respect. Gowler (1994:35) correctly noted that Robbins "seeks to encourage a more 
open discussion among those who presently push for more limited agendas" (an attempt 
among some interpreters to close doors to new ideas). Socio-rhetoricaI criticism attempts to 
remove walls that divide interpreters by encouraging interpreters of diverse "specialised" 











Setting disciplines into discussion with one another is not at all intended "to attain agreement 
among interpreters" but to "nurture co-operation in . the gathering, analyzing and 
interpretation of data even among people who disagree with one another" (Robbins 1996a:2). 
What Robbins envisions is a situation whereby instead of interpreters destructively criticizing 
each other, they will co-operate in the light of the evidence to gain further insight into a text. 
I agree with Gowler (1994:1) that "dialogue is mandatory, because the texts themselves are 
dialogues, and the readers' imaginations and understandings should adapt to that reality." 
However, it would take time for some interpreters and scholars to come out of hiding in their 
particular corners because they are frightened of the interdisciplinary character of socio-
rhetorical criticism which they suspect may undermine their control over the study of the 
New Testament from their particular ideological dimension. Nevertheless, embodied in 
Robbins' approach are acceptance and tolerance of one another and a commitment to use our 
differences to broaden the scope of interpretation. Demarest (1988:296) observes that "all 
interpretation is open to correction and revision should ... promote greater tolerance between 
persons." Nevertheless, how should interpreters resolve the tensions and differences that will 
come out in the process of carrying out this approach? Robbins (1996a:35) has made a very 
interesting suggestion that "tensions and conflict will be the data-base for analysis and 
interpretation. " 
Third, socio-rhetorical criticism challenges interpreters to broaden the scope of their analysis 
of Biblical data by including materials from the eastern Mediterranean region in which early 
Christians lived. In this way it "seeks to establish links between texts and the cultures that 
helped to produce them, as well as cultures that seek to interpret them" (Robbins 1994:2). 
The availability of this data enables interpreters to broaden their area of social and cultural 
analysis by paying greater attention to "customs, behaviours, and attitudes of people in 
eastern Mediterranean society, and widening the ideological boundaries beyond a culture of 
the mind" (Robbins 1992: 102). Indeed the ancient Near East has much data that relates to 
Biblical texts. Therefore, there is need in Biblical interpretation today to go beyond the limits 
of the traditional historical-critical method and analyse New Testament data within the 
context of the eastern Mediterranean culture because it is the context in which the early 





















down intertexture into four components: copying, cultural comparisons, social comparisons, 
and historical comparisons. An adequate analysis of a text using these intertextual 
components illuminates materials contained in a given text borrowed from other sources. 
This method enables an interpreter to "address the myriad of ways a text participates in 
networks of communication that reverberate throughout the world" (Robbins 1996a:97). 
The first area of intertextual analysis concerns the copying of oral and written materials, what 
Robbins (1996a:97-108, 1996b:40-58) calls oral-scribal intertexture. This is a method in 
which a text employs language from another text implicitly or explicitly. Robbins (1996a:96-
143) identifies five categories in which a text achieves this. Firstly, a text may employ 
language from another text through recitation. Recitation may take the form of reported 
speech in an exact verbatim form or reproduction of an incident which occurs in another text 
without necessarily reproducing the words verbatim (Robbins 1996b:41). A second aspect of 
copying oral and written materials takes the form of using materials from an earlier narration 
or speech in the process applying it to a new context without acknowledging the source 
(1996b:41-42). Thirdly, another dimension is the one in which an author narrates an earlier 
event as though it was a new one. In this way, the event is seen as possessing greater 
importance as compared to that of an earlier event. The fourth aspect is the procedure by 
which an author puts words into the mouth of a character he/she designs thereby making the 
new character recite them as if they were his or her own. The final aspect of copying oral and 
written material is what Robbins (1996b:52-58) terms as thematic elaboration. Thematic 
elaboration, drawn from the Greco-Roman usage of rhetoric, is the analysis in which the 
social nature of speech depicted in a text is examined as being made of different parts of 
speech comprising of the main argument with its grounds and supporting evidence (Robbins 
1996b:52-58). 
Second, Robbins (1996a: 108-115) has suggested that apart from the analysis of 
intertextuality, texts must be analysed in terms of their interaction with culture. Cultural 
intertextuality is investigated through cultural elements that exist within the text. According 
to Robbins (1996a: 115): 
Cultural intertexture, then, concerns symbolic worlds that particular 
communities of discourse nurture with special nuances and emphases. 
The special challenge with analysis of the cultural intertexture of New 
Testament texts lies in the interaction among Jewish and Greco-Roman 




















portrays only with the Wlderstanding that we get outside Gospel materials (Robbins 1996a: 
117). Archaeological data shed more light on these phenomena. One can achieve good 
Wlderstanding of the Gospels by serious investigation of the Gospels in the light of Jewish 
texts as they (Gospels) were composed within Jewish culture (Robbins 1996b:63). 
The fourth category of intertextual analysis is the historical comparisons, what Robbins 
(1996a: 118-120, 1996b:63-68) refers to as historical intertexture. This is the analysis of 
Biblical material on the lines of historical investigations, which examine texts in relation to 
previous events. Robbins (1996b:63-68) argues that this analysis proceeds on a three-fold 
way. Firstly, it investigates the text for possible discovery of known events mentioned in 
other texts. Failure to find a similar occurrence in other data brings doubts as to the integrity 
of the text being studied. Sometimes a text may show dependency on other texts that may 
reveal the existence of a common source. Sometimes accoWlts may agree or disagree in 
details while preserving the core ideas. This analysis examines archaeological sources, which 
can shed more light on the people, places, events, customs and institutions etc., mentioned in 
the text. More so, this analysis also takes into accoWlt evidence from non-Biblical and 
Christian sources. 
This sub-section has discussed the significance of intertextuality examining its operational 
methods. Intertextuality equips the interpreter with tools of analysis that enables himlher to 
compare a text with other texts, as well as with cultural, social and historical phenomena. 
This interaction is not only confined to first-century eastern Mediterranean culture but is open 
to other cultures of the world that may broaden the Wlderstanding of Biblical texts. 
2.2.2.2 Strategy 2: Inner lexture 
The second strategy of socio-rhetorical criticism is unmasking the inside of a text, by which 
Robbins (1996b:7) means that we must examine "features in the language of the text itself." 
This analysis of what Robbins (1996a:44-95, 1996b:7-39) refers to as the inner texture of a 
text is informed by literary and rhetorical studies. Inner texture, according to Robbins 
(l996b:7), is the object of a process of textual analysis in which a detailed examination of the 
component elements and structure of the text is done. In order to Wlderstand a text properly 













meaning of words and those of others and allowing the text to speak for itself (Robbins 
1996b:7). The interpreter is cautioned in this regard to confine himselflherself to the text 
before himlher prior to examining other related texts (Robbins 1996b:7) because the meaning 
of the text is only acquired from the language embedded in it. The principal task of this 
analysis is to focus on the style, thought, and argument of the author, which are reflected in 
the language of the text under consideration. 
At the heart of this strategy is the task in which the interpreter is asked to observe and listen 
to the ways in which the text employs word patterns (Robbins 1996a:46, 1996b:7). The 
underlying principle is that nothing mentioned in the text stands alone. Each part of a text 
interacts with the other parts of the text since every part is constantly performing its function 
in relation to the other parts of the text. In this analysis language is viewed as "a symbolic act 
that creates history, society, culture and ideology as people know it, presuppose it..." 
(Robbins 1996a:46). A relationship between word patterns in the argument of the text is a 
major concern of inner texture (Robbins 1996a:46). 
The importance of such an analysis is that an interpreter is informed of the way in which the 
author employs word patterns and structures hislher arguments, ideas and concepts in the 
text, and these form the basis upon which common interpretations and expressions are 
developed within a particular community. This is because the text and language are part and 
parcel of the society with which It is concerned, as it is able to communicate the entire picture 
of society (Malina 1981:12, 1986:1, 5, Vorster 1988:lO4-1lO). This method enables an 
interpreter to obtain initial understanding of the argumentation embedded in language as the 
medium of communication in a given text (Robbins 1996b:7, see also Vorster 1989:22, 104-
110). Important though it may be that language communicates the entire societal system, I 
think that the written language of Luke 10:25-37, the text under consideration, and also that 
of any other written text cannot in any way communicate the totality of first-century society, 
but can only shed light on certain aspects of that society. Robbins (1996a:46, 1996b:7) has 
identified some of the elements that one looks for in unmasking the inside of a text as 
composed of frequency of items, voices, structure of a text, and argumentation. 
The first stage of unmasking the inside of a text is observing and listing the frequency of 
word patterns, ideas and concepts. This is informed in part by redaction critical analysis that 











text. Robbins (l996a:46-50, 1996b:8-14) refers to this analysis as repetitive-progressive 
texture. Repetitive-progressive texture, according to Robbins, is a procedure through which 
an interpreter seeks to unpack the intentions and achievements of the author through hislher 
choice and arrangements of words in a given text (see Robbins 1996a:46-50, 1996b:8-14). 
The importance of this method is that it affords the interpreter the opportunity to enter into 
the world of the author because the author does not just choose words without a purpose. 
Therefore, the frequency of items in a text illuminates themes or subjects (l996a:48-49). 
Such information, when gathered, can be useful for our understanding of the "nature of the 
discourse" (Robbins 1996a:49). The analysis portrays not only the relationship of words to 
each other but it also locates the individual parts and the way they are structured. 
The applicability of the theory of the frequency of items in a given text has some limitations. 
For while it explains the dynamics of some literary works, one must always remember that 
there are problems with statistical arguments. For instance, many conclusions Robbins 
(l996a:46-50, 69-70, 1996b:8-14) draws in his analysis of the frequency of items in texts are 
based on counts of words or phrases of similar meaning that may occur more than once in a 
given text. Statistically I argue that the possibility of error in such analysis should not be 
under-estimated. 
The second stage of unmasking the inside of a text is the analysis of the structural features of 
a text. Before attempting any assessment of the meaning of any given text, it is necessary to 
enquire into the literary structure of a text. Robbins (l996a:50-53, 1996b:19-21) calls this 
inquiry as opening-middle-closing. This inquiry has the task of defining the structure of a 
text. This kind of analysis is informed by methods employed by contemporary literary 
critics. Therefore, the employment of methods from other disciplines such as literary 
criticism opens up the interdisciplinary consultation with other fields, which is the sole aim of 
socio-rhetorical criticism (1966a: 13). This is important because readers of Biblical data are 
also shaped and informed by other experiences of literature, and it is helpful to recognise the 
kinds of influence that prompt their perception of the Bible. 
The analysis of the structure of a given text seeks to understand the relationship of its 
individual parts and the manner in which they are structured. Utilizing this method, the 











beginnings), central section and ending and inquires whether a relationship between them is 
visible (Robbins 1966a:50-53, 1966b:19-21). Informed by literary methods, Robbins (1966a: 
50-53, 70-71, 1966b:19-21) demonstrates how an analysis of a Biblical text in the light of 
these methods is useful for New Testament interpretation. The task of analyzing the 
rhetorical structure of a text achieves the following: (1) it determines the different elements of 
a given unit, (2) it describes the organisation of material or the structure of the argument, and 
(3) it illuminates the style employed by the author. 
Robbins (1966a:50-51) has argued that an analysis of the structural unit of a text helps in our 
understanding of the basic rhetorical functions of each individual part in the text. Questions 
as to whether the text is a unit or is a conflation of several individual parts are adequately 
dealt with by this method. Clearly, this investigation plays a major role in establishing the 
significance of the composition of a text. The significance of examining the structure of a 
text is seen when the text is analysed in the light of its literary background of the period of 
composition. Having stressed the iniportance of examining the literary structure of a work 
before considering its meaning, one is left with the task of defining characterisation and 
voices in the text, which I discuss below. 
The third stage of unmasking the inside of a text is the analysis of voices in a text. Robbins 
(1996a:53-58, 1996b:15-19) identifies this method as narrational texture. This is the method 
of analyzing a Biblical text in its literary terms of plot, characterisation and point of view of 
the narration (Robbins 1996a:ll). The analysis of voices in a given text enables the 
interpreter to distinguish between author (real and implied), narrator (and narratee), 
characters, reader (real and implied) [Robbins 1996a:28-32]. My notion of characterisation 
is the manner in which an author of a text creates a convincing picture of a person within a 
given discourse (Okorie 1995 :274). The importance of this analysis is that it enables the 
interpreter to gain an adequate understanding of the individual parts of a text and what is 
happening behind the scenes of the discourse. Furthermore, it helps in the analysis of the 
structure of argumentation in a given text. 
The voice of the narrator would introduce characters to the reader or hearer within a given 
narrative (see for example Robbins 1996b:15-19). In this way, the characters are made to 
speak through the voice of the narrator because a character is fashioned with "attributes" 











reader begins to notice the voice of the narrator and the voices of the characters in the story. 
Therefore, dialogue unfolds and there is interaction between different voices in the text 
surface which "give life to a text" (Okorie 1995:274). This prepares the stage for reported 
speech. These voices may show an interesting pattern which may exhibit direct narration, 
reported speech, an address, or scriptural quotation (Robbins 1996a: 15-19). Understanding 
the rhetorical and literary conventions that inform the author helps the interpreter to 
understand why people behave in the way in which they are portrayed in the course of the 
discourse. In the process this may reveal what may happen or has already taken place in 
history. 
The fourth stage of unmasking the inside of a text is the analysis of the rhetorical argument. 
Robbins (1996a:77-89, 1996b:21-29) calls this method argumentative texture. According 
to Robbins (l99I)a:77), argumentative texture is a method in which the interpreter identifies 
and analyses the main parts of argumentation in a given text in the light of Greco-Roman 
rhetoric. Scholars of rhetorical criticism have on many occasions stressed the importance of 
identifying and analyzing rhetorical units in a given text. Kennedy (1984:19, see also Bailey 
& Broek 1992: 130) cites three categories of rhetoric described in the classical world: 
(1) judicial rhetoric (is directed to the jury or judge with the underlying goal of giving 
defense for or accusing an individual of their action), (2) deliberative rhetoric (is directed to 
an assembly with the purpose of exhorting or dissuading the people concerning some future 
action), and lastly (3) epideictic rhetoric (is directed to spectators based on the principle of 
upholding communal values in which praise or blame are portioned). Although these 
designations were originally applied to types of public oratory, they are adaptable to any form 
of discourse. In other words, the text highlights a statement and supports it with evidence, or 
explains them through the use of opposing contrasts, and through the use of short or detailed 
counter-arguments (Bailey & Broek 1992:135). This happens through the employment of 
comparisons, illustrations, and quotations of ancient testimony in a text that works in a 
persuasive way. 
The knowledge of the different parts of argumentation contained in a. text equips the 
interpreter with yet another tool for locating where a particular argument starts or ends, and 
whether it portrays a unit of thought in itself. In this way an interpreter would gain insight 
into the thoughts of the author. Locating and analyzing the main parts of an argument help us 




















"Ideologies are shaped by specific views of reality shared by groups specific perspectives 
on the world, society and man, and potentialities of human existence" (Robbins 1996b:96 
citing Elliot). 
According to Robbins (1996a:36), "Ideology concerns the particular ways in which our 
speech and action, in their social and cultural location, relate to and interconnect with 
resources, structures and institutions of power." Robbins (l996b:95) recognises that the 
major focus of this analysis is people; in this sense the text assumes the role of being a 
secondary tool of analysis. The purpose of the approach is to "explore not the private and 
political arenas of life in and of themselves but the religious dimensions of life in a world 
constituted by language, subjectivity and politics" (Robbins 1996a: 11 ). I am suggesting that 
Luke 10:25-37 must be studied in terms of its ideological implications by analysing how it 
uses language and the implications of Luke's perception of historical people, places and 
events. The purpose of doing this is because I see language as a creation of society, 
reflecting its form and its attitudes towards class, ethnic and gender groups (see also Robbins 
1996a:36-43). However, language also simultaneously creates attitudes or values within 
society (see also Malina 1993:2). I will discuss three of the components that Robbins' 
(1996a:98) identifies as constituting power and ideological settings: (1) location, (2) power 
and (3) persons and communities. 
Firstly, ideological texture calls on every interpreter/reader to investigate their own 
ideologies in a bid to understand what kind of thoughts and beliefs shape their perception of 
the New Testament (Robbins 1996a:72-73). This is an important step because, before we can 
interpret others, we must start with ourselves: "The beginning place for ideological analysis 
and interpretation is with people, and the best place to begin is with you, the reader" (Robbins 
1996a:72). The analysis of ideological settings seeks to amplify the voices of the powerful, 
the weak and the marginalised in a given community reflected in a text (Robbins 1996b: 110). 
Secondly, although ideology has been described as being focused on the relationship people 
have to one another, it is also understood as being focused on the discourse of the people as it 
"represents the points where power impacts upon certain utterances and inscribes itself tacitly 
within them" (Robbins 1996b: 110 citing Eagleton). Robbins (1996b: 111) suggests three 











context of the implied author of a text, (2) investigating the power base in the text, and (3) 
analyzing the kinds of ideology that shape academic discourse. 
In pursuing the background of the author, the interpreter has to identify from the text 
information that establishes historical events that have happened prior to writing for the 
possibility of locating the text within a right historical perspective (Robbins 1996b: 111). 
The text may mention certain individuals, or place names that may help in this procedure. 
The identification of the land geographically is another added advantage in order to locate the 
area being referred to and types of inhabitants, which shed more light on the kind of people 
one meets in the text (Robbins 1996b: 111). Further, traces of elements of technology will 
indicate the kinds of developmental phases the period of study underwent (Robbins 1996b: 
111). An investigation of the culture and the kind of relationship the area of study had with 
its neighbours unpack added information for our understanding of the context under study. 
Above all, the behaviour and attitude of the people in the text to one another shed light on the 
kind of powerplay going on in the text (Robbins 1996b: 112). 
Furthermore, Robbins (1996b:I13, 1996a:195 drawing on the work of Castelli 1991) 
introduces five principles for investigating power in a given text: (l) "system of 
differentiation" [system of power in a given society which allows the dominant class to act 
upon the actions of people in a subordinate position]; (2) "types of objectives" [the aims 
held by those who act upon the actions of others]; (3) "means" [dominant signs of 
representation in the text that bring these relationships into being]; (4) "forms of 
institutionalization" [established law, custom, practice or organisation for the promotion of 
public or religious objective]; and (5) "degree of rationalization" [the grounds on which an 
argument or line of thought is based]. The importance of this analysis is that it helps the 
interpreter to understand the center of power in the discourse and how that impacts on those 
who do not exercise that power in that community. 
This sub-section has dealt with the ideological texture of a text. It was discovered that the 
central theme of ideology has to do with people because texts are merely secondary tools of 
ideological analysis because humans (Robbins 1996b:95) write them. It was the contention 
of this discussion that the beginning place for any ideological analysis, is the examination of 











will enable us to understand our own ideological orientation before we can interpret other 
people's writings. 
2.2.2.4 Strategy 4: Social and cultural texture 
The fourth dimension" of socio-rhetorical criticism is the analysis of social and cultural 
texture in a given text. Robbins (1996a:144) describes this method as "living with a text in 
the world." It is a method that investigates the reaction of persons in a given community to 
social and cultural establishments and institutions and the cultural agreements presented by 
the text (Robbins 1986:85-101 citing Fowler). It attempts to provide reasons why the implied 
reader "adopts certain social and cultural locations and orientations rather than others" 
(Robbins 1996a:72). Both sociological and anthropological models of analysis in the social 
sciences inform this strategy. Social and cultural texture is used to investigate concepts, 
ideas and truths embedded in the language of the text and the kind' of individuals that the 
particular text under investigation would produce. These social and cultural concepts, ideas 
and truths play an important role in framing the context in which a text i~ composed. Since 
language is the creation of society, I agree with Malina (1981: 12, see also Vorster 1988: 104-
110) when he observes that language communicates aspects of the entire social system. 
Three subtypes are prominent in Robbins' (1996a: 144-176, 1996b:71-94) analysis of cultural 
patterns: unique social concepts, similar cultural concepts, and cultural location. The 
importance of this analysis is that it illuminates the interaction of discourse in a given text to 
ancient Christian texts. 
Firstly, based on Wilson's sociological typologies, Robbins (1996a:147-159, 1996b:72-74) 
has developed seven models of particular responses which underlie the response of people to 
society: (I) "conversionist response" (perceives people as corrupt because the world in 
which they live is corrupt, and therefore, the world can only be transformed for good by 
changing the people through a divinely ordered process of salvation]; (2) revolutionist 
response [seeks to mobilize the faithful to participate in the transformation of the social order 
so that salvation can take place]; (3) introversionist response [perceives the world as 
beyond redemption because of the presence of evil and individuals can only be saved through 
total withdrawal from it.]; (4) gnostic-manipulation [seeks to attain salvation through a 











(5) thaumaturgical response [views salvation as personal and encourages individuals to seek 
present release from the suffering of this world through a special arrangement]; 
(6) reformist response" [holds the view that salvation can only be attained in this world 
through the destruction of corruption with the help of the supernatural in a gradual process of 
reform]; and (7) utopian response [seeks to do away with the present societal arrangement 
by reconstructing a society based on Biblical principles in a bid to eliminate evil from the 
world]. 
Robbins (l996a: 150) observes that a critical analysis of communities in Biblical materials 
may show some of these aspects of response to the world. The significance of these 
sociological models is that they help us to understand one dimension of a community one 
meets in a text and to notice the way the community organizes itself around the issues of 
religion and culture. Robbins (1996b:72) concludes that 
Each kind of response creates a kind of culture that gives meanings, 
values, traditions, convictions, rituals, beliefs, and actions to people. 
Applying these taxonomy to New Testament literature reveals the 
kind of cultures earliest Christianity nurtured and maintained in 
the first century Mediterranean world. It also suggests to us what 
kind of Christian cultures this literature has the potential to nurture 
in modem society. 
Robbins here is emphasizing the fact that there is interaction between the discourse 
embedded in a text and the social and .cultural world, which has arisen since the texts are 
social and cultural constructs. 
The second dimension of cultural patterns is the analysis for similar cultural concepts in a . 
text with other cultures. Today more than ever before, cultural anthropology as applied to the 
Bible focuses on the eastern Mediterranean region for cultural parallels similar to evidence 
portrayed in Biblical events (Gilmore 1980, 1990). Through this method, the interpreter 
analyses the text in relation to the cultural anthropology of the eastern Mediterranean region 
(Robbins 1996a: 159). Most scholars have argued that the Mediterranean region exhibits 
uniform cultural patterns (Gilmore 1982:178, Malina & Neyrey 1991:71). It is important to 
indicate here that, despite the uniformity observed, there is a sense in which to speak of a 
mono cultural value· system in the eastern Mediterranean region would be a gross 
generalization as there is variation from place to place. However, the importance of such 
analysis is that it helps in the understanding of Biblical material in its own context (Malina 











client-broker, sickness and healing, purity, dyadic personality, conflict, city and countryside, 
temple and household, meals and table-fellowship" as some of the most important categories 
to be studied (Robbins 1996a: 159; see also Muenchow 1989:599; Gilmore 1982: 179). Since 
anthropology is the science of hwnan life and culture, it follows then that cultural 
anthropology covers the development of different cultures and the means of life of people in 
contemporary society. 
Eastern Mediterranean societies exhibit a communal kind of life, which is typical of most 
African communities as opposed to the modem-day individualistic kind of living present in 
Western society. These concepts determine the kind of values and ideas upheld by a 
particular group of communities. The study of these values determines the attitudes and 
approaches people have towards life in the eastern Mediterranean region. It is important to 
emphasize here that a text reflects and articulates the !anguage and culture out of which 
meaning can be constituted for the culture, the social system and the people speaking. This is 
an interaction process of the individual with members of his or her own society in which 
meaning is unpacked. 
The third and final category of cultural patterns is the analysis for cultural locations in a given 
text. Robbins (1996a: 167 -174, 1996b:86-91) terms this analysis as final cultural categories. 
According to Robbins (1996a:59-61, see also Bailey and Broek 1992: 135), this analysis 
concerns the way in which individuals portrayed in the text present their reasoning in 
argwnents, with the types of support they use to back their line of thought. This is what is 
known in rhetoric as the "art of persuasion" or "argwnentation" because it shows how the 
author or speaker intends to achieve his intentions. It helps us to see, through the reasons 
provided in the text, what kinds of beliefs people hold and cherish. 
Robbins (l996a: 168-170, 1996b:86-89) develops five cultural categories from 
anthropological and sociological theories in pursuing the goal of cultural patterns in a given 
text. These are: (1) dominant culture rhetoric [backed by the social establishment, imposes 
its own ideas, concepts and value system on people even across their boundaries]; (2) 
subculture [employs cultural values, ideas, and concepts of the dominant culture and make it 
their own; further, even claim to put them to better use than the owners]; (3) counterculture 
rhetoric [it is a description of group culture that claims autonomy and having nothing to do 











(4) contraculture rhetoric [this is a kind of culture that reacts to a dominant culture, but in the 
course of that reaction ends up implementing the same values it was opposed to]; (5) liminal 
culture rhetoric [is the culture of the time as it is liberative and in transition; more to do with 
a people who have never had a chance to establish their own system of culture]. 
This analysis plays a major role in unpacking the main distinctions in the manner dominant 
culture interacts with subculture. Indeed the way in which people will be portrayed as 
engaged in argument will reflect the kind of culture that they belong to as the evidence will 
be reflected in the proof that they employ to support their assertions. 
This sub-section has outlined the procedures to follow in analyzing cultural patterns in a 
given text. The importance of this approach is that it helps in the understanding of behaviour 
as it is portrayed in the New Testament material in its proper context by situating the text in 
the eastern Mediterranean region. Robbins (1996a: 186) commenting on one of the major 
contributions of this type of investigation says that this type of analysis will "provide data to 
write a new account of first-century Christianity." Indeed it will provide new insights into 
the analysis of the parable of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10:25-37). 
2.2.2.5 Strategy 5: Sacred texture 
The fifth and last category that Robbins introduces is the religious dimensions of a text. This 
category is synonymous with commonly used terms in theological studies, and Robbins 
(1996b:120-131) refers to it as sacred texture. The term "sacred" designates the religious 
dimensions of existence that portray the relationship between the human and the sacred and 
assumes a sharp distinction between the ordinary and the holy. The 'sacred' is said to 
provide order, life sustenance and meaning to all existence. All creation is dependent on the 
sacred. I share Boozer's (1983:261) definition of the sacred as "that which is infused with 
the holy and draws persons into a power/significance that is given and indestructible, not 
subject to human designations and achievements in ordinary space and time." 
This method (sacred texture) concerns the way readers and interpreters use texts to relate 
human life to the sacred (1996b:120). The analysis of the sacred in texts has been pursued 
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CHAPTER THREE 
A Socio-rhetoricalAnalysis of Luke 10:25-37 
3 INTRODUCTION 
The preceding chapter has presented five different aspects of a text that may be analysed. 
The fact that these strategies vary in scope and at the same time are interrelated means that 
there is room for complementary as. well as symbiotic relationships among them. The 
main objective of Part I was to present some of the principal arguments regarding the nature 
and development of socio-rhetorical criticism as an interdisciplinary approach. Drawing 
upon the approach described in Part I, the second part of the thesis deals with the application 
of socio-rhetorical criticism to Luke 10:25-37. Therefore, Part II is a demonstration of this 
approach as applied to parabolic interpretation. The demonstration is arranged in five 
sections so as to group it for analysis and to enable the reader to learn the method by seeing 
it at work in the analysis of Luke 10:25-37. Robbins' (l996a, 1996b) five main strategies 
have served as guidelines to the explorations that follow. 
The first section provides a discussion of intertextualities in Luke 10:25-37. Section two 
introduces and illustrates the main elements of sentence structure and outlines basic ways of 
unmasking the inside of a text. Section three discusses the special characteristics of 
ideological patterns exhibited in the text under consideration. Section four is devoted to the 
application of eastern Mediterranean cultural value systems to Luke 10:25-37, highlighting 
the concept of 'hospitality' which is closely related to the social value of 'honour-shame.' 
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covering the sacred and the profane. To commence the demonstration, the following 
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3.1 INTERTEXTUALITIES IN LUKE 10:25-37 
1 Introduction 
The study of intertextuality is concerned with discovering the written or oral traditions 
behind the Gospels, which have influenced an author producing his (or her) work (Robbins 
1996a:96, 1996b:40; see also McKnight 1988:34). This analysis operates on the assumption 
that the author of a text brings a certain background of ideas and thought forms to the 
production of a text that may reflect earlier texts or culture. Culler (1981: 1 03) says that 
intertextuality: 
.... calls our attention to the importance of prior texts, insisting that the 
autonomy oftexts is a misleading notion and that a work has the 
meaning it does only because certain things have previously been written. 
Yet in so far as it focuses on intelligibility, on meaning, 'intertextuality' 
leads us to consider prior texts as contributions to a code which makes 
possible the various effects of significance. Intertextuality thus becomes less 
a name for work's relation to particular prior texts than a designation 
of its participation in the discursive space of a culture: the relationship between 
a text and the various languages or signifying practices of a culture and its relation 
to those texts which articulate for it the possibilities ofthat culture. 
The dual nature of intertextuality is nicely documented in this description, which 
corresponds extremely well to the understanding of Robbins as it involves prior texts, 
culture and. power. Even for Robbins (1996a:96, 143) intertextuality is essentially 
concerned with the relationships of a text not only to prior texts (written or oral) but also to 
the cultural, social, and historical writings. For the present purposes, the term intertextuality 
is being employed to convey how Luke 10:25-37 is created, implicitly or explicitly, by 
means of another text (written or oral) and culture. 
Various criteria can be used in this analysis of discovering the written or oral sources that 
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traces of these sources may result in their discovery (see also McKnight 1991:163). 
Second, the presence of a source may be suspected because a passage cites language that is 
unusual for the author of the rest of the text (Robbins, 1996a:102-103). Third, in some 
instances, what is cited in the text may be irrelevant to the purpose of the author, indicating 
the presence of materials reproduced from another source (Robbins 1996a: Ill). 
The importance of intertextuality in the study of the parables in the Gospels is that it affords 
us an opportunity to see behind the author of a given text and understand the development of 
Christian thought at the time of writing. It also helps us to understand more accurately the 
manner in which the author of the text has redacted the sources cited. This analysis plays a 
major role in our understanding of the relationship that exists among the first three Gospels 
in the New Testament canon (Matthew, Mark and Luke) because of the interdependence 
between their sources (Baker 1987:143). The method also helps in our understanding of the 
theological interests and setting of the author (Stein 1987:143-5; see also McKnight 
1988:85). 
3.1.2 Interactions of Luke 10:25-37 with both internal and external Biblical and non-
Biblical data 
Luke 10:25-37 stands within a complex intertextual environment which includes other New 
Testament and early Christian writings, the Old Testament, Jewish intertestamental 
literature, and other writings from the Graeco-Roman context. By examining the structural 
relationship between Luke 10:25-37 and this range of writings it should be possible to 
develop a clearer understanding of the nature and function of the parable of the Good 
Samaritan (Luke 10:25-37). The discussion will commence by focusing on the relationship 
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3.1.2.1 Relationship of Luke 10:25-37 to other Synoptic Gospels 
The first three Gospels in the New Testament canon, Matthew, Mark and Luke, show some 
remarkable similarities as well as differences. This is clearly exemplified when one 
parallels the wording of Luke 10:25-37 to Matthew 22:34-40 and Mark 12:28-34. The 
similarities and differences occur in their content, order and use of language (McKnight 
1991:139, Blomberg 1987:12). The three have been called Synoptic Gospels because they 
share so much common material, often in the same narrative sequence with verbatim or near 
verbatim wording so that they can be read alongside one another in parallel columns (Funk 
1990:4). This close resemblance among the first three Gospels has made scholars presume 
some sort of literary connection between them. The Gospel of John, on the other hand, is 
different from the Synoptics because John presents a different view of not only the order of 
events, and content, but also the style and form of Jesus' speech as well as his divine identity 
(Bailey & Broek 1992:172-177, Blomberg 1987:153-189). The attempt to explain the 
literary relationship among the fust three canonical Gospels in terms of their similarities and 
differences is what is known as the Synoptic Problem, one of the most difficult literary 
problems of the Bible [a full review of the Synoptic problem and theories advanced as 
solutions need not detain us as they have been well documented in Robert Stein (1987), A. 1. 
Bellinzoni (1985), and 1. C. Hawkins (1968)]. 
3.1.2.2 Is Luke 10:25-37 based on Mark 12:28-34? 
From the outset, one encounters a problem of this relationship among the parallel accounts 
to Luke 1O:25~37, namely Mark 12:28-34, and Matthew 22:34-40. Did the author of Luke 
10:25-37 employ Mark 12:28-34 or Matthew 22:34-40 as a source? How do we account 
for the similarities and differences among the three? These are very crucial issues for our 
understanding of Luke 10:25-37 that cannot be overlooked. 
The majority of New Testament scholars believe that the Gospel of Mark was the earliest. I 
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have come from Luke's own independent source or may have been entirely his own creation. 
Ford (1984:91) is right when he observes that the account of Luke was transposed from a 
different context in its source, Mark 12:28-34, and was inserted into the story of the Good 
Samaritan in Luke, to show the significance of Jesus' mission to the Gentiles. 
On the other hand, John Drury (1976:40) is in favour of the hypothesis that holds Matthew 
and Q to be the sources for Luke. However, this hypothesis is problematic because there is 
no documentary evidence to establish what kind of relationship existed between Matthew 
and Luke. Neither can one be certain in claiming that any documents other than Mark 12: 
28-34 were employed by Luke (10:25-29, 37) as sources. The Q source cannot be 
determined because none of it is directly accessible to us today. The situation is further 
compounded by the fact that hardly anything of the sources employed by Luke remains 
extant (Stevenson 1960:52 citing Papias). Walls (1962:879} observes that most of these 
documents attributed as sources to the Gospels exist in fragmentary form and are largely of 
later production. To make matters worse, "three centuries separate Jesus from the earliest 
complete surviving copy of the gospels" (Funk 1990:2). 
Drury (1985:134-135) says that Luke is dependent on Matthew and the Old Testament. 
This is in reference to 2 Chronicles 28. Luke 10:30-35 has striking parallels with the 
episode recorded in 2 Chronicles 28: 15. It has been argued by some scholars that the story 
in 2 Chronicles could have inspired Luke by providing him with the "plot, location, 
characters and details of his story" (Drury 1976:78). Even if this were the case, it could be 
said that the ways in which Luke manipulates the traditions surrounding 2 Chronicles to 
fashion the figure of the Samaritan are his own, ultimately he uses them to focus our 
attention upon the necessity for a universal application of the mission of Jesus. Therefore, 
whatever the case may be, Luke has provided a narrative framework into which he can fit 
the parable of the Good Samaritan by redacting his Markan source. He also seems to have 
made use of Mark 10: 17 in vs. 25). He has removed the intensity of the conflict found in 
Mark 12 for the obvious reason that he is only beginning to build up to the climax of Jesus' 
death. Furthermore, the fact that Luke shows significant differences from Matthew suggests 
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Luke places the parable of the Good Samaritan within the framework of dialogue between 
Jesus and an expert in the Jewish law (Luke 10:25-37). Originally, the parable (10:30-35) 
had no context and so Luke reworked Mark 12:28-34 in order to provide for the parable 
(Breech 1983: 159). The changes he makes to the Markan dialogue between Jesus and the 
lawyer allows him to fit the parable in response to the question: "Who is my neighbour?" 
(10:29). Furthennore, the alterations include Jesus' asking the lawyer "Which of these three 
do you think proved neighbour to the man who fell among robbers?" (10:36). Although 
some inconsistencies has been detected in the question of the lawyer (10:29) and the 
response of Jesus in the fonn of a parable and verse 36 (see Evans 1990:462), it is my 
contention that the ideological interests of Luke were realised in his application of the 
parable. Taken typologically, the Good Samaritan (10:25-37) is an ideological construct 
and relevant to the relationship that existed between Jews and Samaritans at the time (see 
my discussion in section 3.3). Luke in re-working a famous passage from Mark, enlarges it 
and complicates the concept of the boundary-mark on the question of neighbour, similarly 
he contrasts and complicates the whole issue for Jesus' opponent, the lawyer, making it 
impossible for him to pursue his trap (10:30-37). 
There is a possibility that Luke could have actually brought together two sets of texts, Mark 
1O:17ff and Mark 12:28-34, and telescoped the two traditions together. Reading Mark 12 
alongside Matthew 22-23 and Luke 20 one notices that the one thing Luke leaves out is the 
scribaIllawyer challenge over the greatest commandment. Luke may have assimilated Mark 
10 with Mark 12 in compiling his version because he found the Mark 12 version too Jewish 
in character to appeal to his Greek audience, whereas the question of the rich young ruler in 
Mark 10 was more appropriate for his audience but the answer was not. In this combination 
of texts he was creating a supposed setting for the parable of the Good Samaritan, which he 
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3.1.2.3 Literary borrowing 
To quantify how much of the content of Luke 10:25-37 is Luke's own and how much is 
derived from other sources is probably impossible. While it can be shown that Luke derives 
details from Mark, he clearly seeks to organise what in his source was an abstract account 
into advice of a practical nature. The emphasis on the mission to the Gentiles is very 
obvious in the parable (10:30-35). Luke used Mark (for materials in Luke 10:25-29,37) but 
with a judicious ind~pendence derived from his knowledge of the broader mission of Jesus 
to the entire world (Ford 1984:91-92). Indicative of his independence is Luke's inclusion of 
the story of the Good Samaritan (10:30-35) which is not recorded in the other Gospels. To 
detennine the literary style employed by Luke and the way in which he re-worked his 
source(s) are issues that cannot be resolved. However, Luke provides valuable new 
infonnation, and his originality in this case cannot be disputed. Luke succeeds in bringing 
to life very precisely the tenus of the relationship that existed between the Jews and 
Samaritans. In other words, it is his very ability to incorporate reality into the narrative 
context and parable (10:25-37), that makes the Lukan story so astonishing. 
Other scholars have refused to accommodate the hypothesis of the Q source in the 
composition of Luke 10:25-37, arguing that Luke could have had access to sources other 
than Mark and Matthew. For instance, Fitzmyer (1972:877,883) proposes that Luke 10:25-
28 and 30-37 are derived from Luke's "L" source, arguing that Luke employed verse 29 to 
link the two together. I disagree with Fitzmyer's view. These conflicting conclusions 
reached by scholars greatly confuse our whole understanding of Luke 10:25-37 and its 
sources. What is clear, however, is that Luke made modifications to Mark's version. The 
rationale for the changes he made detennines what the particular modifications reveal about 
Luke's overall theology (Ellis 1971 :3). I maintain that the Deuteronomy (6:5) and Leviticus 
(19:18) citations were taken from Mark 12:29-31). However, it must be acknowledged that 
the Lukan quotation (10:27) has two laws together unlike the Markan (and also Pauline 
quotation) where the two are stated separately. Funk (1985:375-376) and Miller (1992:142) 
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In summary, therefore, comparison of Luke 10:25-37 with the other Synoptic Gospels has 
demonstrated that Luke has assimilated two stories because he thought that the setting of 
Mark 12:28-34 would not make good sense to his non-Jewish audience. The setting of Luke 
10:25-37 appears far less hostile than the original challenge of Mark 12, and the question 
posed in mark 10: 17 was from a genuine seeker. In any case, as I have indicated in my 
discussion in sub-section 3.1.2.2, Luke was looking for a place to embed the parable of the 
Good Samaritan (l0:30-35). Now the interesting question is why he was so keen to include 
the parable of the Good Samaritan. I respond to this question in sub-section 3.1.3 but before 
doing so, I want to discuss the differences between Luke 10:25-37 and the other Synoptic 
Gospels. 
3.1.2.4 Major differences between Luke 10:25-37 and the other Synoptic Gospels 
I share the views held by many scholars, such as Lambrecht (1981:75-77), Drury 
(1985:133), Fitzmyer (1972:883) and Marshall (1989:441), to name but a few, who argue 
that the account in Luke was a re-working of the episode in Mark. They maintain that the 
setting of the text in Mark and Matthew seems to indicate the same location for the incident, 
Jerusalem, since it comes after the description of Jesus' triumphant entry into Jerusalem 
(Mark 11: 1-11, Matthew 21: 1-1 0). However, I disagree with suggestions by some scholars 
such as Marshall (1989:441), and Ellis (1981: 159), for a Jerusalem location in the case of 
Luke 10:25-37 because there is insufficient evidence to guarantee such a proposition. They 
base their submission on the fact that Luke 10:30-35 mentions Jerusalem but they ignore the 
fact that this is a story attributed to Jesus by Luke. The story referred to (10:30-35) is a 
narrative within a narrative which in no way describes the place of the encounter between 
Jesus and the lawyer. Furthermore, in Mark the setting is important because of where he 
locates it, in Jerusalem during the last days before Jesus' crucifixion. It is the contention of 
this thesis that since Luke has reconstructed the Markan source for his own purposes the 
Jerusalem setting is irrelevant here. It should be noted that in Luke's Gospel the triumphal 
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In both Luke and Matthew the opponent who Jesus encounters is a lawyer whose motive, 
the narrator informs us, was to subject him to a test (Luke 10:25). There may seem to be a 
similarity in motive in Matthew 22:35 but this is not so because Luke has reworked the 
lawyer's question so that instead of a question about the greatest commandment in the law, 
Luke has the lawyer ask about the requirements for him to inherit eternal life (10:25). 
Furthermore, it is the lawyer, not Jesus as in Mark, who quotes the double commandment of 
the law to love God and one's neighbour (Luke 10:27). The question put to Jesus is 
exclusively Lukan. In the Greek of Luke, it reads as, zoen aionion (to inherit eternal life). 
Internal evidence within the Lukan corpus reveals that the same expression surfaces again at 
18:18: "Good Teacher, what shall I do to inherit eternal life?" However, the context in 
which the two questions arise is different, for in Luke 18: 18 the question is posed by a ruler 
as in Mark 10: 17 while in 10:25 it is a lawyer. There are striking similarities with the 
account in Luke 18:18. However, the view held by Marshall (1989:442) and Van Daalen 
(1976: 108), that the appearance of the same question several times suggests the fact that the 
issue at hand was one that excited great interest at the time and may well have been 
discussed widely by the custodians of the Jewish law, is not convincing. This is because it 
overlooks the process of redaction on the part of Luke in the composition of Luke 10:25-37. 
The verb in Luke 1O:25b, ekpeirazein (trying to test), also found in 4:12, sheds more light on 
the independent source of the text under investigation as it is unlike the verb in Matthew 
(22:35) that implies "tempted him." This is a favourite term of Luke, which he puts into 
Markan texts to show the insincerity of the religious authorities (such as the Pharisees and 
Sadducees). The fact that such differences exist is further underscored by the fact that the 
motive of the lawyer in Luke is entirely absent in the Markan account on which Luke is 
thought to have depended. Even though both Luke and Matthew have the opponent as a 
"lawyer," it must be noted that the expression employed in Matthew, heis ex auton nomikos, 
is different from that of Luke. It is only in Luke that one comes across a single term that 
drives home the meaning ofa single expert of the law confronting Jesus. However, in the 
Gospel of Luke, nomikos occurs seven times, while it only occurs once in Matthew and is 
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nomikos, lawyers are put together with Pharisees and are portrayed as hostile to Jesus (7:30; 
11:45, 46, 52, 53; 14:3). Regarding the use of the term nomikos, one would be justified in 
arguing for exclusively Lukan material here, for its use would be more acceptable to a 
Gentile audience than a reference to scribes and Pharisees. It must be remembered that 
Luke's choice reflects the language of the Greek world. In the corresponding passage at 
Matthew 22:35, the term is also employed though in this particular instance the lawyer 
referred to is part of a group of Pharisees and Sadducees who confronted Jesus. 
Therefore, I note six major differences that occur between Luke and the other two Synoptic 
Gospels. 
(1) In Luke 10:26, Jesus responds with a counter-question to the question of the lawyer; 
which culminates in the lawyer himself becomes the respondent in the process. 
(2) Unlike Luke, Matthew and Mark record Jesus as giving the answer. 
(3) Furthermore, it is only Luke who records the peculiar question: "What is written in the 
law? How do you read?" (Luke 10:26). 
(4) There are also a number of differences among the three Gospels in the wording of the 
two laws cited e.g., the handling of citations from the Pentateuch by Luke is striking (Greek, 
Pentateuchos - meaning five-volumed - refers to the first five books of the Old Testament: 
Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy). Luke does not maintain the two laws 
as separate, transforming them to such an extent that they become one law. There are, 
however, a number or differences in the accounts themselves. The corpus under 
investigation portrays the lawyer quoting Deuteronomy 6:4-5 and Leviticus 19: 18. The 
wording in Deuteronomy 6:4-5 which is in agreement with that recorded in Joshua 22:5, is 
quoted in Luke apart from the Lukan addition of "and with all your mind" taking the fourth 
position. However, this is not to overlook the fact that the text and wording of the Lukan 
account, in comparison with that in the Pentateuch is problematic, justifYing the claim of 
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rationalised by a number of scholars who have argued that Luke could have been following 
a version based on the Hebrew. To this has been added the Hebrew translation of "mind" to 
mean "heart." Although it cannot be assumed that Luke was quoting Issachar 5:2; 7:6; 
Testament Dan 5:3 (c. 109 BC) explicitly, there is a sense in which, Luke 10:27 echoes this 
text. 
The Markan account, like Luke, also has four phrases though the order is different to that of 
Luke; while Matthew has only three phases. According to my knowledge, no version of the 
Old Testament law is in existence that records four human aspects in the exhortation to love 
God, therefore it is certain that Luke derived the fourth phrase from Mark and that Matthew 
dropped it because of his tendency to retain the known text. It is sufficient to point out here 
that the original text of Deuteronomy 6:: in Hebrew maintains only three terms heart, soul, 
and might. The fact that the lawyer refers to written Scripture is supported by versus 26-27, 
which goes to prove that there must have been in existence an epitome of law to which some 
Jews adhered. 
(5) In both Luke and Matthew the opponent addresses Jesus as "Teacher," the Greek 
didaskalos (lO:25d). While the title is absent in Mark 12:28 he does use didaskalos in the 
story of the rich young ruler (Mark 10: 17). Luke incorporated the tenn didaskalos to suit 
his Greek-speaking audience. It is being employed here in the sense that this was the tenn 
that was acceptable among his Gentile audience. Contrary to Mark and Matthew, where the 
main emphasis is on the law of Moses, the Lukan use of the term "Teacher" has nothing to 
do with the law. 
(6) In Luke, it is Jesus, who gives the approval to the answer of the lawyer, while in the 
corresponding passage in Mark it is the scribe who endorses the answer of Jesus (Mark 
12:32-33). Not only does the character that gives the approval differ, but even the content of 
the affirmation. In Luke Jesus is portrayed as affirming the law while, in Mark, the scribe is 
seen to be proving Jesus right in his response. On the basis of texts like Luke 4:16-30 we 
have no need to posit a separate source for Luke since he is perfectly capable of editing his 
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create a verbal challenge or challenge and riposte situation that makes greater sense than the 
version of Mark In Mark we expect a negative response from the scribe but it ends 
positively with Jesus commending someone who started out trying to trap him (Mark 
12:34). From the foregoing argument, it is clear that Luke heavily edited his Markan source 
just as he did in Luke 4:16-30. Wh~t can be said here therefore is that either Luke or one of 
his sources edited Mark 
3.1.3 Why the inclusion of the parable of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10:30-35)? 
The narrative context (10:25-29, 36, 37) and the parable of the Good Samaritan (10:30-35) 
unveils the Lukan theology of Jesus' mission tl) the Gentiles (see also Acts 8). Enslin 
(1943:281; see also Ford 1984:91) observes that the discourse in Luke 10:25-37 was 
intended to demonstrate that the launching of the Gentile mission was part and parcel of the 
plan of God. The parable of the Good Samaritan operates as an interpretation of the 
commandment to love beyond the confines of our boundaries (Talbert 1986:120, see also 
Ford 1984:91). According to Enslin, Luke 10:25-37 falls within the corpus of Jesus' journey 
to Jerusalem and his activities there leading to his crucifixion. Enslin (1943:277-297; see 
also Ford 1984:91) further notes that apart from a partial mention of Samaritans in Matthew 
10:5, both Mark and Matthew exhibit a significant omission of Jesus' mission to the 
Gentiles. To make matters even worse, the entire New Testament is silent on the mention of 
Samari~ apart from Acts and John 4. Enslin (1943:281) views the reference to Samaritans 
in this section of Luke's Gospel as foreseeing the dispatching of the seventy to carry on the 
mission of God across the world. On the other hand Sellin (1974:19-60) maintains that we 
could be dealing here with a real life situation in which Luke employs the figure of a 
Samaritan in order to demonstrate the hostile relationship that existed between Samaritans 
and Jews. Contrary to the views held by Sellin (1974:19-60), Montefiore (1968:467; see 
also Linnemann 1966:51-55) argues that the original manuscript would only have included 
the priest, the Levite, and an Israelite, because the inclusion of a Samaritan undermines the 
reality of the time under consideration. However, to accept these arguments would mean 
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(Linnemann 1966:41). To consider the purpose of the discourse in 1O:25-37} as being a 
mission to the Gentiles fits into the Lukan framework, as the story is followed by the 
mission of the seventy (seventy-two) to spread the Gospel to the entire world. 
The scandalous twist of the story is that Jews could not receive any form of assistance from 
non-Jews (Marshall 1978:465}. The focus Luke gives to the parable of the Good Samaritan 
is not on how Jesus acted but on what Christians of the Lukan period should "do" (Talbert 
1986: 122). This can be summarised as follows. 
(1) Love does not limit itself to friends but has a universal scope (2:32; 3:6; 4:25-27). I agree 
with the contribution of Pilch and Malina (1993:110-114) which is valuable here as they 
submit that in the first-century love was related to helonging to a group; thus, to show love 
the way in which the Good Samaritan does is to redefme group inclusiveness and therefore 
those to whom group obligations are owed. 
(2) Love does not look for recompense (6:32-36). 
(3) Love is not limited by clean and unclean laws (Acts 10:15). Similarly, Ford (1984:92) 
views the compassion of the Samaritan as transcending "national and racial barriers." 
According to Jones (1964:115), the parable of the Good Samaritan (10:25-37) should be 
understood as "a damning indictment of social, racial, and religious superiority." Indeed 
Ford (1984:93-94) is right here when he argues that Jesus is perceived as violating the first-
century purity standard of his society in a highly provocative manner when "he commands a 
new attitude towards Samaritans" (10:33-37). 
3.1.4 Summary 
Clearly, the dependence of Luke's opening scenario (10:25-28) on Mark 12:28-34 is evident 
though he has changed the opening context to suit his own ideological interests. 
Furthermore, the most distinctive material in Luke's account (10:30-35) does not derive 
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contained in Mark or Matthew, material of theological significance, one must conclude 
either that Luke had access to an independent source other than or in addition to Mark or 
that he exercised judicious independence and literary imagination in embellishing the 
Markan material. Therefore, Luke 10:25-37 is different from the rest of the synoptic 
accounts. IntertextuaIity concerns the analysis of a text word by word seeking potential 
sources. The conclusions arrived at in this section are merely historical. It remains now in 
the following sections to pursue these conclusions and explore them further for their 
significance and motive in the understanding of Luke 10:25-37. The use of data derived 
from this intertextuaI analysis along with other methods that follow in subsequent sections 
of this chapter underscores the value of socio-rhetorical criticism in the analysis of parables 
today. The next section continues the demonstration by analysing "inner features" (Robbins 
19%a:49) in Luke 10:25-37 that should be in place for us to understand the structure and 
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The relationship of Luke 10:25-37 to prier texts as described in section 3.1, specifies 
potential clues and sources of the text under investigation necessary to achieve the goals and 
objectives of intertextuality. These sources are merely historical and can only accomplish 
adequate meaning by unmasking the features of Janguage, which is the concern of this 
section. Unmasking the inside of a text is part of a tradition of literal rhetorical analysis that 
goes back to the classical world, whose educational system was established on the 
examination of word patterns, system of speaking, and writing as part of communication 
(Bailey & Broek 1992:31). The power of speech acquired through mastery of the 
techniques of the "art of persuasion" lay at the heart of classical education and was highly 
respected in the Greco-Roman society (Lambrecht 1989:239). The current interest in 
rhetorical analysis among New Testament scholars can be traced back to Amos N. Wilder's 
Early Christian Rhetoric (1964). This work was a major turning point in the analysis of 
language, speech, communication and rhetoric as far as in the situation of the beginning of 
Christianity was concerned. Although most rhetorical studies have confined themselves to 
Pauline letters, quite recently some scholars, like Kennedy (1984), Mack (1989, 1990), and 
Robbins (1984, 1989, 1994, 1996a, 1996b, to cite a few of his many works), have applied 
rhetorical analysis to segments of the Gospels and Acts. Robbins, who has consciously 
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In Robbins' work, the systematic study of words as channels of communication has come to 
be known as inner texture (l996a:27-30, 44-95, 1996b:7-39). Inner texture is the analysis 
that examines the style, thought and argumentation the author employs in a text as it is 
important in the understanding of the exegesis of a text (Robbins 1996a:46). The analysis 
examines the interaction between words, voices and argumentation (Robbins 1996a:46). 
In employing this strategy on Luke 10:25-37, this section seeks: (1) to detennine statistically 
the frequency of items; (2) to analyse the different voices embedded in the text; (3) to 
describe the arrangement and structure of the text; and (4) to analyse the structure of 
argumentation (Robbins 1996a:44-95, 1996b:7-39). The objective of the analysis is to gain 
insight into the style and manner of communication contained in Luke 10:25-37. Analysing 
the literary style (such as the choice of words, structure) of a text highlights how the author 
employs words to achieve hislher purpose. This analysis fits into the whole framework of 
socia-rhetorical criticism because socia-rhetorical criticism proceeds on the premise that 
words reflect human experience. 
3.2.2. Frequency of items in Luke 10:25-37 
My basic concern in this sub-section is to detennine statistically the frequency of items in 
Luke 10:25-37. Frequency of items refers to the repetition of words in the passage. The 
frequency with which a certain word or phrase occurs in a given text is what Robbins 
(l996a:46-50, 1996b:8-14) refers to as repetitive-progressive texture. According to Robbins 
(1996b:9) repetitive-progressive-texture occurs in "sequences (progressions) of words and 
phrases" which may "alternate with one another" in a given unit to convey meaning to the 
reader. The sig ificance of this analysis is to demonstrate the contextual or topical reasons 
why the author chose certain words to go into hislher text. 
The procedure to use in determining the frequency of an item in a text such as Luke 10:25-
37 is to mark items that have been repeated in the text and display them in tabular form 
(Robbins 1996b:8). Among the various items an interpreter may look for in a discourse are 
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this analysis an attempt is also made to observe which sentences are matched with other 
words, phrases, or sentences in the given structure. The importance of this analysis is that it 
provides insights for understanding the nature of word patterns that produce meaning when 
analysed together. Most of the conclusions drawn in this sub-section will be based on 
counts of words, phrases, or themes that occur more than once in Luke 10:25-37. These will 
be shown statistically in the fonn of a table where possible. Table 1 highlights major 
characters in Luke 10:25-37 and the emphasis of their dialogue. 
Table 1 
Narrative employment of dialogue between Jesus and the lawyer in Luke 10: 25-37 
25. lawyer test Inherit etemallife teacher 
I (lawyer) him (Jesus) 
26. you (lawyer) he (Jesus) 
27. he (lawyer) love 
28. him (lawyer) 
neighbour 




29. he (lawyer) justify Jesus neighbour 
himself (lawyer) 












37. he (lawyer) Jesus mercy 
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Two main characteristics stand out in Table 1: Jesus and the lawyer are the main focus of 
the entire story; and furthermore, four basic issues unfold from Table 1. 
70 
(1) The Lukan Jesus and the Jewish lawyer are portrayed as the dominant speakers in this 
episode. Jesus is mentioned three times by name (10:29, 30, 37), thrice by personal 
pronouns (10:25, 26, 28) and once as "teacher" (10:25). Similarly, the lawyer is mentioned 
by his title only once (10:25) and thirteen times by way of personal pronouns (10:25-30, 36-
37). This reveals a pattern in which a lawyer interacts with Jesus in dialogue. The analysis 
of the dialogue between the Lukan Jesus and the lawyer is important because the actual 
perceptions that people have of the world is determined by the language they speak and this 
also influences their interpretations of experiences. 
(2) The frequency of the attempt to trap Jesus in the discourse by the lawyer is portrayed by 
the two phrases "test" and "justify" (10:25, 29); and this is crucial in our understanding of 
the hidden motives and intentions of the opponent of Jesus in the encounter. 
(3) This is followed by the frequency that highlights the theme of "love" (occurs once, 
10:27) and IIneighbour" (occurs three times, 10:27, 28, 35) which covers "compassion" 
(occurs once, 10:33), "mercy" (occurs once, 10:37), "care" (occurs twice, 10:34), and "do" 
(occurs twice, 10:28,37) attributed to the Samaritan (10:33-37). Luke here underscores the 
theme of neighbourly love. Love is defined in the first-century world of Luke in terms of 
belonging and attachment, not in terms of some sort of emotional response, as is the case in 
the contemporary Western world (Pilch & Malina 1993:110-114). In the context of Luke 
10:25-37, the Samaritan treats the injured traveller as though he were a member of his own 
group, that is, as though they were attached in a way that required him to behave as he did. 
In a sense "neighbour" in this context implies the same thing. The significance of this 
finding lies in the fact that the extraordinary actions of compassion exhibited by the. 
Samaritan towards the wounded Jew on the Jerusalem-Jericho road would have been at that 
time shocking. Many scholars have doubted whether such a generous Samaritan ever 
existed in first-century Palestine (see Young 1992:63) because he is portrayed as exceeding 
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toward those from whom one is disattached. Even "neighbour" includes the enemy, not just 
one's fellow ethnics" (pilch & Malina 1993: 113). 
(4) The last frequency involves the theme of life which is hidden in such expressions as 
"etemallife" (10:25), "live" (10:28); and "half dead" (10:30). These expressions give us 
information on how the first-century world perceived life now and in the future as it 
introduces the subject of eschatology (doctrine of the last things). 
The people mentioned in Luke 10:25-37 constitute a very significant feature of this story 
because they bring to us the reality of the encounter between Jesus and those in authority in 
Jewish society, in this case the lawyer. This is significant because it affects the interaction 
of Jesus with these authorities in his ministry. However, anothel notable feature is the 
existence of a separate narrative, the parable of the Good Samaritan (10:30-35), embedded 
in that of Jesus' interaction with the lawyer (10:25-37). It is in this narrative within a 
narrative (10:30-35) that we hear of robbers, an unnamed victim on the Jerusalem-Jericho 
road, a priest, a Levite, and an innkeeper who exist not as historical characters in their own 
right, but as characters in the parable attributed to Jesus (10:30-35) by Luke (see also 
Kingsbury 1991 :32). The frequency of these selected items highlights what is going on in 
the discourse. 
3.2.3 Voices in Luke 10:25-37 
The opening section features the narrator disclosing that a lawyer attempted to trap Jesus 
with a question as to what he had to do in order to inherit etemal1ife (10:25). Luke places 
his account of the Good Samaritan within a specific frame of reference by introducing the 
opponent of Jesus as a lawyer at 10:25. First, the narrator offers us preliminary insights into 
the movements and intentions of the Lukan lawyer (10:25) that he meant to "test" Jesus. 
Second the narrator recounts the dialogue between Jesus and the lawyer placing particular 
emphasis upon the Great Commandments in the first part of the dialogue (10:25-28). Third, 
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who did good, as opposed to the religious authorities who did nothing (Schweizer 1984: 
186). In this narrative, the Lukan Jesus becomes the narrator himself and puts his teaching 
in the form of a parable without providing any introduction (10:30-37). Throughout his 
account of this story, the narrator comments upon and emphasises elements of the lawyer's 
strategies: (1) to "test" Jesus, and (2) seeking to 'Justify himself' when cornered (10:25, 29). 
Only when we appreciate the role the narrator plays in the parable of the Good Samaritan 
can we understand to what purpose Luke uses the figure of a Samaritan in his narrative. 
The narrator establishes Luke's point of view from the beginning, and it is his voice that 
gives form to the various elements of the parable. This accounts for prominence given to a 
Samaritan, who was on the margins of Jewish society (Talbert 1986:124). Rather than 
merely paraphrasing the Markan 12:28-34) story (see my discussion in st-r~tion 3.1), Luke 
inserts the story of the Good Samaritan into the narrative from Mark using Jesus as the 
narrator of what Bultmann (1968: 178-179) calls an "exemplary parable." Although Luke as 
the implied narrator takes up the bulk of the Markan material, he uses the figure of the 
Samaritan to illustrate that the kind of love which God expects overlooks traditional group 
belongings with its attachments and boundaries, in favour of one constructed along the lines 
of need (pilch & Malina 1993: 110-114). This is what is so radical about the parable in its 
first-century context and it is also why Luke could use it to make a point within his own 
community. Luke is redefining what love means in the Christian context: it is no longer 
about group belonging and at achment but is now based on the need of the other. In the 
early Church that was potentially a very useful innovation, since it meant that the urban elite 
whom Luke seems concerned to address should not simply behave along the traditional lines 
of social group belonging and attachment but should take responsibility for those with needs 
in their own Christian community, and possibly outside as well. 
At the close of the account, the narrator returns to a brief and provocative question: "Which 
of these three (priest, Levite and Samaritan), do you think proved neighbour to the man who 
fell among the robbers?" (10:37). Structurally, the use of a first-person narrator for the 
parable unifies the parable with its wider narrative context; thematically, the presence of a 










A Socio-rhetorical Analysis o/Luke 10:25-37 73 
intrudes upon the action of the parable, providing us with a contemporary point of view 
(York 1991: 127). The narrator (of the Gospel of Luke) thus uses the figure ofa Samaritan 
as a means of exploring human failure and neglect (10:30-32), while stressing a Christlike 
perfection that can be achieved only if we "do" like the Samaritan (10:33-37) in the story. 
In the story that the Lukan Jesus recites to the lawyer, Jesus introduces six other characters 
within the Lukan narrative: victim, robbers, priest, Levite, Samaritan, and innkeeper. These 
characters do not take part in the dialogue that Luke portrays between Jesus and the lawyer 
directly as characters but are referred to in the narration of Jesus. The significance of their 
inclusion is that they are being used as foils for other characters in the story in order for 
Luke to employ them "negatively" to highlight a theme of Jesus' mission, such as the 
mission to the Gentiles (Kingsbury 1991:34). Among these characters, only one of them, 
the Samaritan is made to speak through the narration of the Lukan Jesus. 
3.2.4 The structure of Luke 10:25-37 
A detailed analysis of the structure of Luke 10:25-37 will serve to make sense of the 
meaning of the text by determining the individual parts and the way they are structured. 
Any interpretation of Luke 10:25-37 in its Lukan setting must take into account the structure 
not only of the parable (10:30-35) itselfbut also of the dialogue between Jesus and a Jewish 
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Dialogue Structure of Luke 10: 25-37 
ROUND ONE 
Lawyer (Question 1): "What must I do to inherit etemallife?" (v.25) 
Jesus (Question 2): <'What is written in the law? How do you read?" (v.26) 
Lawyer (Answer to 2): "Love God and your neighbour as yourself' (v.27) 
Jesus (Answer to 1): Do this and you will live" (v. 28) 
ROUND TWO 
Lawyer (Question 3): ''Who is my neighbour?" (v.29) 
Jesus recites the parable of the Good Samaritan (vss.30-35) 
Jesus (Question 4): <'\Vhich of these three was a neighbour?" (v.36) 
Jesus (Answer to 3): "Go, and you also do likewise" (v.37) 
Source: Bailey (1976: 74). Verbatim based on the Revised Standard Version of the Bible 
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Table 2 highlights the two main parts of the text under discussion, which have been 
identified by observing how Luke uses argumentation in his account by many scholars. In 
this way Crossan (1972:285-307), Bailey (1983:72-75), Schweizer (1984:184-185), and 
Tolbert (1986:121-122) have managed to identifY two units in the structure of Luke 10:25-
37 namely (1) 10:25-28; and (2) 10:30-37, as is shown in Table 2. The hidden depth of 
the double-controversy dialogue can be discerned if we analyse first of all the two questions 
with which the lawyer addresses Jesus (see Table 2). It is interesting to see in Table 2 that 
to the two-question sequence asked by the lawyer there is also a two-answer sequence 










A Socio-rhetorical Analysis of Luke 10:25-37 75 
question about eternal life (10:25). In a counter-move, Jesus turns the question back to him 
(10:26). It is the lawyer himself who gives the answer as shown in Table 2. To the answer 
of the lawyer, Jesus only gives approval. Why he asked something that he already knew is 
summed up in the narration, that he had set out to trap Jesus (10:25). However, the scenario 
gives us a glimpse into the whole situation in which some of the leading Jewish leaders, 
faced with the complexity of rules and regulations which had sprang up around the law of 
Moses, were trying to bring out its central intention, as in the case in this dialogue. They 
were giving prominence to one or other "great commandment" on which all others would 
depend. 
The Jewish teacher of the law, finding himself on common ground with Jesus regarding the 
law cited (10:27-28), stilllo(j~ for an argument by which he can put Jesus in the wrong. He 
probes further for a definition of "neighbour" (10:29). Jesus, in his response, appears to 
show that it is a completely wrong question. Many scholars have observed a rhetorical shift 
here following the response of Jesus. Jesus appears to be saying to the lawyer that the 
proper question to ask is "To whom can I be a neighbour?" By narrating the parable, Jesus 
takes the whole question out of the field of theoretical, academic debate and places it in a 
real-life situation. The road from Jerusalem to Jericho descended 1,200 metres over a 
distance of little more than 30 kilometres (Fitzmyer 1981 :880-883). It was a narrow road 
with sudden turnings, ideal for ambushes, and was a hunting ground of robbers and 
gangsters. The parable says nothing about the motives of the priest and the Levite. We are 
simply to assume that they ignored the wounded man because they did not want to get 
involved. The dramatic point of the story is that the third man, who is the hero, is one of the 
hated Samaritans. Jesus chose him to bring out the exhortation to absolute unselfishness of 
love and service to all humankind regardless of who they are. The wounded man was 
neighbour to the Levite and the priest as much as he was to the Samaritan. The difference is 
that they might have theorised about this like the lawyer while the Samaritan simply acted, 
as neighbour to a man in need and thereby effectively became his neighbour. 
That Luke 10:25-37 constitutes a literary unit is being assumed in this study (see also 
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pattern of repetition leading to the theme ofneighbourly love (for a fuller explanation of the 
theory underlying the unity of vs. 29 and 36 on grammatical grounds see Young 1992). I 
disagree with Marshall (1989:445) when he traces three difficulties of viewing Luke 10:25-
28 and 10:29-37 as a literary unit: (1) the linkage plays down the dialogue of the lawyer as it 
only gives it an introductory status in relation to 10:25-28; (2) The linkage is problematic in 
the sense that Jesus fails to answer the question of the lawyer; (3) The text would be a 
redaction on the part of Luke if it relies on Mark. As though this was not enough, Funk 
(1966:210) also argues for discontinuity between the two questions: "Who is my 
neighbour?" (10:29) and "Which of these three do you think was neighbour to the man?" 
(10:36). Others also argue that 10:29-37 are later additions. The fact that these difficulties 
exist does not imply that the text is not a literary unit. 
Taking these assertions seriously, I also disagree that Luke 10:29-37 is a major turning point 
in the structure of Luke 10:25-37, because it does not indicate a major transition in the mood 
of the Lukan Jesus and the direction of thought of the Gospel of Luke. The opening of the 
section, 10:25, begins with a question from the lawyer. The lawyer, pretending to want to 
know the requirements of the law for him to inherit eternal life, asks the question, "What 
must I do to inherit eternal life?" (10:25). Luke presents Jesus as responding by a counter-
question (10:26): "What is written in the law? How do you read?" It is my argument that 
the two parts are held together by the key words "neighbour" (10:27, 36) and "do" (10:25, 
28, 37). These terms hold the supposedly two parts of 10:25-37 together. However, the 
two parts do go together, as the argument flows through to the end. Without the first section 
(10:25-28) it would be difficult to understand the second section (10:29-37). The first 
sentence (10:25) sets forth authoritatively the central fact of the text. The first sentences of 
Luke 10:25, and 29 prefigure the story's concern with the nature of the controversial 
dialogue between Jesus and the lawyer. It is important to note here that the framework of 
the story is made clear in the opening sentence in order to build a story upon it. The first 
sentence can help us in determining many elements of the style, the structure and purpose of 
the author. Luke has Jesus assuming the role of a lawyer in the first encounter when he 
begins to question the lawyer in a socratic fashion. Effectively Jesus is portrayed as putting 
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The middle section features the counter-questions of Jesus that he throws back to the lawyer, 
and the story that Jesus cites. To the lawyer, a Samaritan being the one given credit is 
contrary to his expectations and those of his fellow Jews. The supposedly Lukan transition 
in verse 29 merely. indicates that what follows from there deals with the lawyer's self-
justification as he has failed with the first plot. Therefore, I do not see a major shift in the 
response of Jesus (10:30-37) to the question by the lawyer (10:29) because Jesus is urging 
the lawyer to transcend Jewish established limits of love and neighbour (10:29) to "include 
the sinner, the poor, the enemy" (1O:30-37; see Robert Tannehill 1986:180). This does not 
drastically affect the unity of the argument in the discourse. The service that Luke portrays 
the Samaritan to have carried out should supposedly have been done by the Jewish religious 
elite: priest and Levite because they were worth of great honour in Jewish eyes. 
The effect of this controversial dialogue between Jesus and the lawyer as Luke portrays it 
reaches its final conclusion at 10:36,37. However, in the conclusion, the parable ends with 
a question by the Lukan Jesus: "Which of these three do you think proved neighbour to the 
man who fell among the robbers?" (10:36). Therefore, the response of the lawyer (10:37): 
"The one who showed mercy" provides the conclusion to the discussion, which began at 10: 
25 and stresses the unity of the narrative. 
3.2.5 Rhetorical argument 
In this sub-section I will seek to (1) determine the species or genre of rhetoric represented by 
Luke 10:25-37, and (2) describe the arrangement of material or the structure of the 
argument. The aim of the analysis is to discern the significant element of speech, the kind of 
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3.2.5.1 The Rhetorical Genre 
Now that the significant structural features of Luke 10:25-37 has been reviewed in sub-
section 3.2.4; the outline of the rhetorical argumentation can be completed. A knowledge of 
the rhetorical patterns practised in the Hellenistic world in which the Gospel of Luke was 
written would serve to shed light not only on instances where the Lukan Jesus gives advice 
but also where he defends himself or his disciples. In the classical world it was widely 
accepted that three genres of rhetoric existed, each having its own particular focus, setting, 
pwpose, time and emphasis. These three genres were (1) forensic (judicial) rhetoric, which 
was, as its name implies, the rhetoric of the law court and was focused on justice, (2) 
hortatory (deliberative) rhetoric, which was the rhetoric for public assemblies in which the 
speaker sought to persuade people to adopt some course of action in the future or to dissuade 
them from some intended action; (3) epideictic (demonstrative) rhetoric which was directed 
to consolidate communal values through praise or blame (Cicero, De Oratore, 2.114-129; 
Bailey & Broek, 1992:130; Kennedy 1963:87, 1980:72). 
It is, of course, beyond reasonable doubts that Lukan argumentation in Luke 10:25-37, in 
one degree or another, was shaped by the dominant influence of Hellenism and, in . 
particular, Hellenistic rhetoric. Among the early Christians, Luke is one of the more likely 
candidates to have received a formal education in rhetoric, because the quality of his Greek 
indicates that he was a cultured writer. Rhetoricians in antiquity discussed the social aspect 
of speech becauSe it portrays the character of the speaker (known as ethos) and the mind of 
the audience (known as pathos) as it affects persuasion. Tbrough artful words the speaker 
sought to move the audience to praise for individuals. Although the term rhetoric has been 
previously used negatively as ornamental speech intended to manipUlate emotions and 
opinion (Kennedy 1963:61-68), I am using the term here to refer to the argumentative 
discourse in Luke 10:25-37. The significance of the study of Luke 10:25-37 in the light of 
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In my view, Luke 10:25-37 contains features of deliberative rhetoric, found particularly in 
the section where Jesus exhorts the lawyer to act in a certain way, in this instance to "go" 
and act like the Samaritan. From the Lukan perspective, the whole narrative is intended to 
persuade the readers to act like the Samaritan if they are to fulfil the law regarding "love of 
one's neighbour." I have based this conclusion on my analysis of deliberative genre in 
10:29-37, where Jesus seeks to encourage the lawyer regarding future actions by 
demonstrating to him acceptable actions in contrast to unacceptable actions through the 
parable (10:30-35). Jesus sought to change the behaviour of his audience by getting them to 
decide on a more appropriate form of action than their existing behaviour. At most he says 
that the priest and the Levite did not behave in a neighbour-like fashion. Thus, there are 
elements both of persuasion and dissuasion in the discourse between the Lukan Jesus and 
the Jewish expert in the Law of Moses. 
Luke has Jesus concerned more with persuading the lawyer to adopt a certain course of 
action towards those in need if he is to inherit eternal life. He begins his appeal to tl}is new 
course of action through his reference to the observance of the law in Luke 10:26-28, and 
then follows this up in Luke 10:36-37. Some scholars have suggested that there is a 
significant shift in the imperative need of the Lukan Jesus following verse 29. They argue 
that Jesus fails to answer directly the question of the lawyer (10:29) but proceeds to present 
the actions of a good neighbour (10:30-37). My analysis of deliberative conventions 
suggests that this section (10:29-37) is in agreement with the logic of the argument begun 
earlier at verse 25. 
3.2.5.2 The structure of the argument 
In the classical world, rhetoricians viewed the structure of speech as composed of six parts: 
(1) exordium (introduction); (2) narratio (narration); (3)propositio (proposition); (4) 
probatio (confirmation); (5) refutatio (refutation); (6)peroratio (conclusion) [Kennedy 
1963:11; Cobert 1971 :299-338; Bailey & Broek 1992:130]. However, not all of these parts 
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Luke 10:25-37 corresponds fairly well with the arrangement advocated in the classical 
world, I will now analyse each part of the argument in this narrative unit in the light of the 
outlines suggested by Mack and Robbins (1989:132-133). 
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Table 3 (see Table on the following page) sho\\'s that Luke 10:25-37 depicts the Lukan 
Jesus as a person with authority as 'teacher' (ethos) and underlines the audiences' need to 
accept his teaching even if this involves going against the traditionally accepted limits of 
"love" and "neighbourliness" (10:30-37). Jesus' powerful employment of argument in Luke 
10:25-37, through counter-questions and a story emphasises his authority to interpret God's 
law (10:26-28) and invoke his audience to "do" like the Samaritan (10:37). 
Table 3 shows that a major component of the dialogue in Luke 10:25-37 switches to 
interrogative form (see for example 10:25, 26, 28, 29, 36). The main objective of the Lukan 
lawyer's argument is to persuade Jesus to reaffirm his adherence to an exclusively Jewish 
interpretation of the law which had nothing to do with Gentiles (see for instance "argument 
by definition" as analysed in Table 3). These are the essential points that the Lukan Jesus 
addresses in his controversial story (10:30-35) by way of "argument by example" as 
elaborated in Table 3. In his "argument by example," the Lukan Jesus moves from 
exhortation of the lawyer to a basic definition of neighbour (10:30-37) in a slightly different 
way than the lawyer had expected. The point of the dispute regards the nature as to who 
qualified to be neighbour to the lawyer, a Jew. 
In achieving his goal, th  Lukan Jesus (10:30-37) presents a series of arguments in defence 
of the inclusion of the non-Jews into the plan of God. The two major lines of evidence are 
(1) the compassion of the Samaritan to a Jew (10:33-35), (2) removing hostility between 
Jews and Samaritans (10:33-37), and (3) that Gentiles, such as the Samaritan in the story, 
can inherit the Kingdom of God (implied indirectly in 10:33-37), and (4) that religious 
leaders cannot enter the Kingdom of God because of their legalistic tendencies (implied 
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Table 3 - The Rhetorical Structure of the argument in Luke 10: 25-37 
Intr'oduction 
"And behold. a lawyer stood up to put him to the test. saying • ... "(vs. 25) 
TIle introduction (exordium) in this corpus defines the character (ethos) of the questioner as a lawyer 
and that the issue he intends to address was merely to trap Jesus. 
Statement of the case 
"Teacher whM shal/ J do to inherit eternal life .. (vs.25) 
The question that the Jewish expert of the law poses to Jesus defines the subject to be addressed by 
Jesus. 
"Argument from Example in '!'I'ritten testimony" 
He said to him. "What is written in the law? How do you read?" vs.26) 
Jesus asks the la\\yer to recall what is 'written in the law of Moses and he asks him as to how he reads 
and interprets the law. 
Analogy 
And he answered. "YOIl shall love the lord your God with aI/your heart, andwilh all your soul, and with aU your strength. and 
with all your mind and your neighbour as yourself" (v27) 
TIle la\\Ter cites the law of Moses fr0111 Scripture that presents the commandment to love God and 
neighbour. TIle la'vyer here states the central theses to be proven in the course of tlus dialogue. 
Confinua tion 
And he said 10 him. "You have anSY.'ered right. do this. and you will live " (vs28). 
Jesus acknowledges the law as recited by the lawyer and gives him his approval. 
Argument by definition 
But he desiring to just~fY himself. said to Jesus. "Who is my neighbour?" (v.29) 
In legal circles, argument revolves around definition of facts. And the dialogue between Jesus and the 
la\vyer is no exception. The la,,,yer wants to ascertain the key term in his answer so that he can pin 
Jesus down. TIle concept of "neighbour" was a disputed fact; hence the need to justify his argument. 
Argument by example 
Jesus replied, "A man was going down from Jerusalem to Jericho. and hefell among robbers. who stripped him and beat him. 
and departed. leaving him half dead Now by chance a priest was going down that road; and when he saw him he passed by on 
the other side of the road. So likewise a Le~'ite, when he saw him, passed by on the other side. But a Samaritan. as he journeyed, 
came to where he was; and when he saw him. he had compassion. and went to him and bound up his wounds. pouring on oil and 
wine; then he set on his own beast and brought him to an inn, and took care of him. And the next day he took out two denarri 
and gave them to the innkeeper, saying. 'Take care of him; and whatever more you spend. I will repay YOII when {come back" 
(""55. 30-35). 
In this citation, the Lukan Jesus is attempting to persuade the lawyer by appealing to the more specific 
situation rather than the more general. Perelman (1969: 30) observed that "argumentation by example -
by the very fact that one has resorted to it - implies disagreement over the particular rule the example is 
. invoked to establish." Indeed, this is the case of the dispute in this conte:\.1. The example introduces 
something contrary to the e).:pectations of the lav''Yer in particular and Jews at large. 
Comparison 
Which of these three do you think proved neighbour to the man who fell among the robbers? (vs.36). 
TIle dialogue reaches the climax where the lawyer is now asked to compare the characters involved in 
the story cited so that he could find the answer to his own query as to who is the neighbour. 
Rationale as conclusion 
He said. "The one who showed mercy on him." And Jesus said to him .. "Go and do likewise" (vs. 37.) 
The conclusion begins where the argument started. The lawyer himself gives an answer and is 
challenged to go and do like the Samaritan. 
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In the exhortation (10:28, 37) Luke encourages the lawyer to re-evaluate himself and live 
within the requirements of the law as well as supersede the law when required to save 
human life (see "confinnation & rationale as conclusion" in Table 3). To go and "do" like 
the Samaritan meant removing obstacles that were in between the Jews and Samaritans to 
reach out to those in need. In this citation, the Lukan Jesus is attempting to persuade the 
lawyer by appealing to the more specific situation rather than the general. The lawyer made 
it a disputed fact for Jesus introduces something contrary to the expectations of the lawyer in 
particular and Jews in general (see the "Comparison and conclusion" in Table 3). 
The "comparison" in Table 3 employed by the Lukan Jesus in the narrative denounces the 
Jewish religious leaders hecause of their failure of objectivity and puts in the limeHght a 
Samaritan. It is indeed startling to reconcile the situation created by Luke that a lawyer, 
who was a professional, would address a layman as "teacher" and a question about the law. 
The argument ends with "go and do likewise" (10:37) which, in fact, relates directly to the 
central issue of the dispute in Luke 10: 25-37 (see "statement of the case" and "argument by 
definition" in Table 3). 
The teacher of the law, finding himself on common ground with Jesus regarding the law 
cited, still looks for an argument by which he can put Jesus in the wrong. He probes further 
for a definition of neighbour. The employment of conjunctions in Luke 10:25-37 such as: 
"and" (twenty-four times, "but" (twice), "so" (once), "when" (once); and "then" (once) 
demonstrates the fact that the corpus under discussion is clearly argumentative (see Table 3). 
In the light of the evidence, which I have considered, it is clear that the entire argument 
between the lawyer and Jesus in Luke 10:25-37 is closely knit and unified. Thus 10:25-28 
should not be considered as an introduction to the parable (10:30-35); neither should 10:29, 
37 be bracketed off from the rest of the corpus, nor should 10:29 be seen as an insertion. 
Instead, 10:30-37 should be viewed as an extended discussion ofneighbourly love, which is 
still related to the dialogue, began at verse 25. Any discussion of Luke 10:25-37 which 
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account the inner texture in the light of the rhetorical analysis which has demonstrated the 
unity of the argument. 
3.2.5.3 Summary 
This section has looked at the patterns and systems of speaking, writing, and argumentation 
as a means of communication with special regard to the nature of Robbins' socio-rhetorical 
criticism, applying its principal determinants of inner texture and some of its main 
consequences to Luke 10:25-37. The overall theme, implicit rather than explicit, has been 
the contrast between the care for the needy and oppressed shown by the outcast Samaritan, 
and the negligence of the leaders of IsraeL I have suggested that Luke 10:25-37 is 
deliberative rhetoric and argued for the unity of the structure of the argument in the 
discourse. This analysis of the inner texture in Luke 10:25-37 has shed more light on 
themes, voices and arguments embedded in the text. This analysis now sets the stage for 
the location of themes in other sections and has yielded insights into the argumentative 
interaction going on in the discourse. The knowledge in this section can be used in each 
phase of analysis described in this thesis because when one understands the dynamics the 
specific features can be more appropriately designed to broaden the understanding of a 
parable. The section that follows examines Lukan ideology found in concepts, societal 
institutions, individuals and groups in Luke in a bid to discover the dominant class in the 
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The framework of analysis in the previous section was one of using literary and rhetorical 
techniques to analyse the word patterns, argumentation and structure of Luke 10:25-37. The 
purpose of this section is to explore further the implications of these themes discovered in 
section 3.2 to analyse the relationship between individuals and groups. Therefore, this 
section is focused on the application of the ideological texture to Luke 10:25-37. This 
approach views "language" as "an instrument of ideological contention between the 
opposing forces that compete for domination and control of the social process" because 
language defines who we are (Hampton 1990:3, 13). As Roetzel (1985:1) has rightly argued 
"any person in the world ... must view the world through political lens(es) " because "political 
forces beyond our control impinge on our lives, shape our common destiny, and limit our 
choices.1I My major task in this section is to identify signs of representation of Lukan 
ideology hidden in concepts, societal institutions, individuals and groups in Luke 10:25-37 
and then to examine how these relate to the dominant class in Luke's narrative world. 
Ideology is difficult to define. This is because the definition is complicated by a number of 
broader and narrower usages of the term, signifying that there is no standard meaning for the 
term ideology. However, some clarity may be achieved by defining in advance the 
perspective from which it is being employed in this study. Robbins (1996a:36 citing 
Eagleton) defines ideology as "the ways in which what we say and believe connects with the 
power-structure and power-relations of the society we live in ... " Therefore, in this study, 
the term ideology is being used in the perspective suggested by Robbins in a bid to locate 
some of the underlying conditions and societal systems which compete for domination and 
control of power, ultimately having a bearing on the preservation of power in the first-
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images, symbols, or words and other expressions in the discourse, which are held to 
communicate concepts of ideological settings. Luke 10:25-37 needs to be read in the light 
of the portrayal of the Lukan Jesus dealing with powerful opposition and, furthennore, how 
the relationships between insiders (Jews) and outsiders (Gentiles) are portrayed in Luke's 
community. 
3.3.2 The social classes depicted in Luke 10:25-37 
Palestine was a complex colonial, social and religious fonnation. CI~venot (1985:50) 
characterises it in the following terms: 
In short, first-cent,lry Palestine was a class structured society at every level. 
At the economic level, the masses were fiercely exploited by the privileged. 
In politics the priestly class supported by the great landowners, held the 
mechanism of the state in their hands. Ideologically the ruling class 
imposed its ideology (essentially the system of purity), which was passed 
on in diverse ways by groups, sects, and parties. 
Further, Lenski (1966:210) has it that "the institutions of government are the primary source 
of social inequality." According to Lenski (1966:44) the distributive system in agrarian 
societies in the fIrst instance was determined by two important variables: "need" and 
"power". For Lenski (1966:31), the concept of need relates to natural desires found in 
human beings and thus, "a human being has an insatiable appetite for goods and services -
no matter how much he produces and consumes, he always desires more." This is in line 
with the nature of a human being as he/she is egocentric (self-centred). It is this 
egocentricity that in the history of humanity has contributed to the problem of social and 
economic inequalities. In this context, Saldarini (1988:23) has observed this phenomenon 
correctly when he says that "basic needs come fIrst, when they are fulfIlled, power 
detennines almost entirely the distribution of surplus." Lenski (1966;44), defIning the 
concept of power in tenns ofWeberian terminology, maintains that power is "the probability 
of persons or groups, carrying out their will even when opposed by others." It is in this 
context of need and power that I am going to discuss the social classes in the fIrst-century as 
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These are: (1) the lawyer (pharisees), (2) the priest and Levite, and (3) the Samaritan. I will 
discuss the Samaritan when I deal with Samaritans and Jews (see sub-section 3.3.4). 
3.3.2.1 Lawyer (pharisees) 
Luke 10:25-37 identifies the opponent of Jesus as a lawyer whereas the Matthean (22:35) 
account identifies him as one of the Pharisees. The tenn Pharisee in Hebrew simply means 
"the separated ones." Pharisees emphasised the observance of the law of purity. As a 
result of this emphasis, they ensured that they separated themselves from unclean things, as 
the Levitical laws required, but this also involved separation from unclean persons such as 
lepers, women in general and especially after childbirth, men with bodily discharges (see 
Leviticus 12-14) and the dead (Numbers 19). It must be pointed out that this kind of 
separation was a requirement for all Jews (Josephus, Against Apion 1.42-43; 2.227-228, 
232-235, 272-273; see also Romans 9: 30-10:4) although they could not match the oral 
"Torah" of the Pharisees. 
Following their strict observance of the law, they also separated themselves from other Jews 
(Neusner 1979:22). It is not an easy task to categorise with certainty the religious 
movements of 2,000 years ago, because of the limitations of our sources. However, 
according to Josephus (Jewish war 2.162), the Pharisees were "the most accurate 
interpreters of the laws. fI 
The lawyer belonged to the group of Pharisees whose function was three-fold: (l) they 
preserved and interpreted the law, and applied it to everyday life; (2) they gathered around 
them many students whom they instructed in the law; (3) they were entrusted with the 
administration of the law as judges in the Sanhedrin which was highest Jewish court of 
justice. The reference to written accounts (Luke 10:26) and how the lawyer read them refers 
to the law written by Moses (Deuteronomy 6:5 and Leviticus 19: 18), which the lawyer 
summarises (10:27). The law recorded in the first five books of the Bible (Pentateuch), not 
only had the ten commandments but also covered social and religious laws which were to 
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The Pharisees were "extremely influential among townsfolk; and all prayers and sacred rites 
of divine worship are performed according to their exposition" (Josephus Antiquities, 
18:15). Even though the role of Pharisees is often taken for granted in the New Testament, 
they however, honoured the Mosaic law and all the Old Testament, but were guarded by 
oral tradition or the "Tradition of the Elders" (Matthew 15:2) which they regarded as having 
been received by Moses on Mount Sinai and later passed on by him to Joshua and then to 
the Jewish nation. The Pharisees had great influence in the nation and taught that it should 
be free from foreign rule. They had a majority in the Sanhedrin and were popular with the 
people as they stood for the people against the Jewish rulers. This shows the kind of 
influence the person (lawyer) enjoyed whom Luke presents as confronting Jesus. 
The Pharisees were not a monolithic religious group. His egotistic language in his 
discussion betrays the ulterior motive of the lawyer in the Lukan narrative with Jesus. From 
the discussion itself, one can conclude that he belonged to the veteran group of Pharisees 
which entertained a narrow definition of "neighbour" as is reflected in his question ("Who is 
my neighbour?" (10:29). The parable of the Good Samaritan (10:25·37) reinforces the 
lawyer's stance against predestination and hatred of the enemy (10:25, 29, 37). The point 
that the Lukan Jesus is teaching is positive love, in contrast to Judaism which presented love 
in negation and hatred. 
As a member of the opposite group, the lawyer attempted to coerce Jesus into 
circumscribing the meaning of neighbour to fellow Israelites (Leviticus 19: 16), or at most to 
the stranger living in their land (19:33·34). Luke presents the national loyalty of Jesus as 
being at stake here. This must have mattered because Jesus was a Jew, but we note that on 
many occasions, he is said to have made statements that favoured strangers before Israel 
(Luke 4: 26·27; 7:36·30, & 10:30-37). In this context, I would be justified in saying that the 
attitude of the Lukan Jesus lacked patriotism. For Luke national identity was not important, 
what was important was the emphasis on human value and life, through being of help to 
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3.3.2.2 Priests and Levites 
Luke 10:31 introduces one of the characters, who is said to have by-passed the victim on the 
Jerusalem-Jericho road, as a priest. The priestly class, to which he belonged, was not 
homogenous, but was internally stratified. The high priest and his deputy (Jeremias 
1969: 160) headed the hierarchy. The priestly aristocracy included all leading priests, who 
lived in Jerusalem and served the Temple exclusively in Jerusalem. Membership of the 
priestly class was through descent alone, which means that there was no recruitment into the 
priestly class. Schurer (1979:240) points out the primary qualification of a priest were 
"evidence of his genealogical descent." At the time of Jesus, the high priest came from the 
Zadokite family (Jeremias 1969: 181). Zadok was the chief rriest at the time of King David 
and his son Solomon (2 Samuel 8: 17; 15:24; 1 King 1 :8ff). 
As a class, the priestly establishment accumulated wealth in numerous ways as it was 
demanded by the Temple authority. It is indeed important to look closely at the priestly 
class, especially its relationship to the distribution of power and wealth through the Temple 
as a religious institution. The priestly class had a far-reaching political and religious 
influence in the life of the Jewish society during this period. As the officials (priest and 
Levite) belong to the upper classes and are particularly in the public eye, it does not surprise 
the hearers that the story (10:30-35) presents them as unmerciful because the priesthood had 
a bad reputation at the time of Jesus. Jeremias (1969: 179), observed that priests who had 
superior (Temple Captain) or comparable (Overseer) positions also held Sanhedrin seats. 
The Sanhedrin was the highest court of justice for the Jews and met in Jerusalem and 
imposed judicial decisions on the people (see Matthew 5:22; Matthew 16:59; Mark 14:55; 
Luke 12:66). Jeremias (1969:96, 104, 105) points to the fact that some priests belonged to 
the upper strata of society and lived in privileged circumstances. Social stratification of the 
Jewish society was partly determined by the devious behaviour of the leadership and upper 
classes who collaborated with the secular rulers, thereby changing the status of the Temple 
from being a holy sanctuary to a "den of thieves" (Luke 19:46). 
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(1 ) Priests were to receive the choicest portion, often including the hides, of the animals 
sacrificed (DeVaux 1965:403-404). 
(2) Priests also received the "first-fruits" that fanners and shepherds were required to offer 
at the time of the harvest each year and that parents were required to present at the birth of 
the first son (De Vaux 1965:404). In accordance with the requirements of the law, only the 
best flour, the choicest fruits, and the purest first-born animals could be used· to fulfil this 
"first-fruits" ritual; this meant that the gifts presented to the priests were of the highest 
quality (DeVaux 1965:404). 
(3) The amounts that the priests themselves received from the tithes paid to the Levites (the 
Temple assistants) provided them with another source of income. According to Jewish law, 
one-tenth of the total harvest of the most important agricultural products was to be turned 
over to the Levites and the Levites were then to turn one-tenth of what they had received 
over to the priests (Moore 1950:70-72, see also Exodus 30:11-16; Matthew 17:24-27; 
Josephus, Jewish war 7.218). Josephus (Antiquities, XX.8.8, 9.2) indicates that in the New 
Testament period the chief priests actually sent groups of ruffians to ensure that the tithes 
were collected. Josephus criticises the priests for confiscating the tithes and not allowing the 
Levites the nine-tenths that was rightly due to them. Ideologically, this meant that the 
people responsible for paying the tithes did not often do so voluntarily as it was imposed on 
them. In this regard, the priests' power resulted from the fact that they had the exclusive 
right to sacrifice (Exodus 28-29; Leviticus 8-10; Numbers 16-18) and also meant that they 
could impose ~es on their people. The priests were part and parcel of the ruling class in 
Judea until the war destroyed their political and religious function. 
Luke 10:32 mentions a Levite who, following the priest in the narrative, also passes by 
the victim on the Jerusalem-Jericho road. As mentioned earlier on, Levites were Temple 
assistants. They were of the tribe of Levi, but were not sons of Aaron. They had to help 
the priests, but were not allowed to come near to the most holy things. In the Temple, 
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who were not ceremonially clean (see Numbers 3:9, 4:19). The Levite belonged to the 
tribe of Levi whose members were priests of the sanctuary in ancient Israel until 586BC 
and later (when priesthood was restricted to descendants of the family of Aaron) assisted 
priests in caring for the Temple. Thus the Levite was a Temple assistant, like the priest, 
returning from his round of duties (see for example the views of Roetzel 1985:54-63) as 
he journeyed from Jerusalem to Jericho. Rabbinic tradition has it that Jericho was 
predominately a priestly city (see also similar discussion in Evans 1990:470). 
An interesting feature of Luke 10:25-37 is the contrast Luke makes between the first two 
travellers: priest and Levite (10:30-32) and the third (Samaritan) which is highlighted by 
the emphatic positioning of "but" (10:33). That is the reason why prior understanding of 
the function of the priest and Levite as religious leaders is necessary to understand the 
story. It has been suggested by many scholars that the priest and the Levite chose not to 
attend to the injured man either out of fear or in obedience to ritual purification laws 
(Bailey 1984:44-47). The roles of the lawyer, priest and Levite, and the mention of the 
law show that Luke 10:25-37 had a context of a situation of prominent religious leaders 
who also functioned as government officials representing power vested in individuals. 
3.3.3 Political and religious institutions 
In order to understand first-century Palestine, one needs to grasp the nature and function 
of institutions referred to in the text. By institutions I mean the established law, custom, 
practice or organisation for the promotion of some public or religious objective. In the 
narrative of Luke 10:25-37, the reference to a priest, a Levite, and a lawyer point to the 
institutions of the Temple and the Sanhedrin to which they are connected. The 
understanding of the role of these institutions will assist .us in viewing how they provided 
organisation to life, regulated the behaviour of people, how they defended and preserved 
the traditions of society, and how they played significant roles in the life of the people. 
The forms of institutionalization implied in this text are the law, the Temple and the 
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important institution in Israel (see also Roetzel 1985:54). The Temple had considerable 
power to extract religious tributes from Jewish people. Furthermore, the law ("Torah") 
which was the "constitution" agreed upon between God and the people, as it was a ruling 
institution. The Temple not only constituted the identity of Israel against other nations 
and preserved her history, but also affected all structures of society (Jeremias 1967:21-57, 
82). 
Said (1984:5) argued that: 
the realities of power and authority as well as the resistance offered by men, women, and 
social movements to institutions, authorities and orthodoxies - are the realities that make 
texts possible, that deliver them to their readers, that solicit the attention of critics. 
The assertions of Said are relevant to first-century Palestine because the people in this 
time were beginning to question and rebel against most of the obligations imposed on 
them, such as taxes, In fact Freyne (1980:280) tells us how the Galilean population did 
not observe the Temple offerings with any great enthusiasm. Why was this the case? He 
suggests several reasons. 
(1) There was the problem of the appropriation of Temple funds by highly ranking 
priests. Those highly ranking priests who were attached to the Temple grew richer while 
the country priests grew poorer (see also Jeremias 1969:97). This was an indication that 
they possessed wealth at the expense of other people who were entitled to benefit from 
the Temple income. 
(2) In the light of Deuteronomy 14:27-29, the Levites, foreigners, fatherless, widows, 
poor and country priests were entitled to benefit from the tithe. These people were 
deprived, however, of all the support from the Temple's income. JosephUS (Antiquities 
20: 180-181) tell us that there was a social and economic gulf that existed between the 
high priests and the large mass of the lower priests. The high priests managed to send 
slaves to the threshing floors to take by force the tithes that were due to the local priests 
and as a result the poorest priests were in danger of starving to death (Josephus, 
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Galilean Jews with regard to the entire offering system, particularly the tithes. From this 
picture, one would say that their concern was genuine in view of the power and privilege, 
which determined the distributive system. It was obvious that the highly ranking priestly 
aristocracy benefited from all the Temple income as we have seen in the discussion. Due 
to Temple tax accumulation and ever-expanding valorization of capital, the Temple was 
very rich and Jeremias (1969: 26) reports that the Temple Treasury was able to assist the 
unemployed. However, when the Temple, became a vigorous trading centre, inner 
corrosion took place. Some high priestly families carried on flourishing trade, and some 
priests were also involved in commerce. 
Behind the lawyer in the story, who as noted in sub-section 3.3.2.1 should be thought of 
as belonging to the group of Pharisees, the Sanhedrin comes into view. The members of 
the Sanhedrin were the High Priests and Chief Priests, the nobles of Jerusalem and the 
Scribes, some of whom were Sadducees and Pharisees (Jeremias [1967] provides a good 
discussion of the persons and groups who served on the Sanhedrin). In the Roman 
administration of power, the Sanhedrin was given considerable power and authority to 
maintain order, impose taxes and decide judicial matters except the death penalty which 
was exclusively the prerogative of the Roman officials (Josephus, War, II:8.l, see also 
Roetzel 1987:32-34). However, the Sanhedrin also had a party of Temple police who 
were Levites (see John 18:3). The Sanhedrin was distributed evenly across the land, but 
serious affairs had to be tried by the Sanhedrin at Jerusalem. The fact that the Pharisees 
and Sadducees, who were members of the Sanhedrin, could not agree on many matters 
made it easier for the Romans to maintain their power in the land. 
In the light of this context, it is easy to see that during the first-century the city of 
Jerusalem, which housed the Temple and the Sanhedrin, was a powerful force which 
regulated the lives of many people. The Temple at Jerusalem was the centre of the 
Jewish religion. I may be justified in pointing out here that the Temple in Jewish eyes 
was seen as a symbol of the presence of God on earth. The mention of the city of 
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to mind the fact that Jerusalem was a political and religious centre where official roles 
such as those of priest and Levite were recognised and functioned. 
The mention of denarius (10:35) confirms the operational employment of money in 
business deals. The denarius was coined in silver and was the commonest Roman 
currency worth a day's wage for the ordinary worker (Evans [1990:467] also says that the 
denarius was worth about a shilling). Reference to the Roman coin, denarius, implies 
the presence of the emperor as a symbol of supreme political and legal power in the land. 
On this coin was inscribed the head of Tiberius: "Tiberi us Caesar, son of the divine 
Augustus, Augustus with the pax seated": "high priest" (John Rousseau & Rami Arav 
1995:60). The importance of rue study of coins and money in this century is because 
they are frequently mentioned in the Gospels. Their analysis sheds light about aspects of 
history which we do not find in other written documents. For instance, in the case of the 
denarius, we get information about the political relationship between Tiberius Caesar and 
the high priest (Rousseau & Arav 1995:60-64). Oakman (1987:37) has argued that the 
amount of two denarii paid to the innkeeper could purchase food which would last three 
weeks for one person or was an estimated one percent of the annual budget of an ancient 
Palestinian. That must have been a lot of money spent on the victim on the Jerusalem-
Jericho road because two denarrii might have lasted several days' compensation for the 
innkeeper. 
Socially, we have seen how power and privilege determined the distribution of wealth. 
Economically, we have seen how demands were put on peasants regarding their 
production level; and how in the process of distribution the 'power holders' extracted 
peasants' surpluses for their own benefit and enriclunent. With regard to religion, we 
also have seen how the distribution of offerings and sacrifices to the Temple was mostly 
appropriated by highly ranking members of the priestly aristocracy. There was no just 
distribution of wealth among the clergy. The Levites and country priests, who also were 
the beneficiaries from the Temple income, were pushed to the periphery. Both political 
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Temple, in particular, as an institution became part of the unequal distributive system and 
in this way it betrayed its own integrity .. 
3.3.4 Communities: Jews and Samaritans 
Luke unveils the reality of the relationship that existed between Jews and Samaritans as 
one of hatred and enmity, which should not be so. Luke 10:25-37 reflects the strong 
hatred between Jews and Samaritans in the first-century (see Jeremias 1969:352). A 
historical survey of the circumstances that led to this enmity will serve to show the 
scandal of the story that the Lukan Jesus is portrayed as having told a Jewish lawyer. 
Josephus (Antiquities, XX.6.1) makes considerable mention of the bad relationship 
between Jews and Samaritans. 1 'here are numerous reasons that have been advanced to 
account for this bad relationship between Jews and Samaritans. 
(1) Following the destruction of the Northern Kingdom with its capital at Samaria its 
inhabitants were deported to Assyria and foreigners were brought in to occupy the land 
(see 2 Kings 17:24-41 & Williamson 1980; however, the question of the origin and 
character of the Samaritans still remains a disputed fact). Those who escaped the 
deportation and remained behind intermarried with foreigners and in the process lost their 
racial purity (see also Ezra 4:8-16 & Young 1992:62). The loss of racial purity was 
unacceptable in the eyes of the Southern Jews. Although the same fate later also befell 
the Southern Kingdom, whose capital was Jerusalem, the Jews, even those in captivity in 
Babylon, kept their nationality and their religion pure until they were allowed to return 
under Ezra and Nehemiah and began to rebuild their shattered city and Temple at 
Jerusalem. Enmity ensued between the two groups of people as is reflected by a number 
of New Testament texts (Luke 9:51-56; John 4:9,8:48). 
(2) The decision on the part of the Samaritans to build their own Temple at Mount 
Gerizim soured relationships between them and Jews even further (Young 1992:62). 
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Antiquities, 11 :322-324). This was in total violation of the Jewish law, which restricted 
the construction of the Temple to Jerusalem (see also John 4: 19-26). 
(3) The other incident is when the Samaritans defiled the Jerusalem Temple and this 
i~cident is said to have happened when Coponius was procurator (6-9 C.E.) (Josephus, 
Anti., 20:6). According to the account, Samaritans are alleged to have taken part in the 
Jewish Passover as pilgrims in the Temple and to have conducted a sacrifice that was 
profane (Josephus, Anti., 20:6). They brought into the Temple human bones and placed 
them in the porticoes and sanctuary in total defiance of the regulations that governed the 
Temple (Josephus, Anti., 20:6). According to the requirements for sacrifices, Jews saw 
corpses and bones as unclean. This is the reason why a priest could not be in attendance 
at a funeral (other than that of hislher clos\~st relative). An individual who came into 
physical contact with a corpse was considered defiled and was required to undergo ritual 
cleansing. Therefore, the conduct of the Samaritans in the Temple was serious in Jewish 
eyes and they faced total exclusion from the assembly. In response to the conduct of the 
Samaritans, Josephus (Antiquities, 18:29-30) records that the Temple priests excluded 
them (Samaritans) all from the Temple. According to Josephus, this was unusual. 
However, this incident might be seen to have been a deliberate provocation of the Jews 
by the Samaritans. 
(4) Further, according to Josephus (Antiquities, XX.6.1, describes some of the conflicts 
that took place when Samaritans killed a group of Jews at Gema (Ginae), as they were 
going to Jerusalem for the festive of the Passover. As a result, war broke out between 
Jews and Samaritans, with Jews massacring many Samaritans at Gema. This resulted in 
strong enmity between these two groups of people. 
A Jew could not eat or mix with a Samaritan (see also Young 1992:63). The Jews 
constantly reminded the Samaritans that they were foreigners and not part of the family 
of God (see also Martin 1940: 114). In reaction, the Samaritans refused to feed or house 
travelers who were going to the feasts at Jerusalem (see Luke 9:53), and even attacked 
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Samaria by crossing the Jordan and going through Perea when travelling from the north 
to the south (Josephus, Anti., 20:6). Nevertheless, in the Lukan Gospel, Jesus is shown as 
portraying a considerable acceptance of the despised Samaritans in spite of the long-
standing tradition of hatred between Samaritans and Jews. In order to see this parable in 
the same light as a Jewish audience, one must take into account seriously that Jews 
despised Samaritans because they were of a mixed race, syncretistic in their religious 
faith and had no regard for the Jerusalem Temple (Evans 1990:470). Jews would 
understand the actions of the priest and Levite in the parable in accordance with a 
religious obligation to purity rules. What is provocative, however, is the making of the 
despised Samaritan into a hero of the story (10:36,37). 
3.3.5 Summary 
The aim of this section has been to locate the power forces at play which shaped Luke 10: 
25-37 into the form we have it today. This application has revealed that Luke portrays 
Jesus as being involved in a power struggle with the lawyer who happened to be an 
opponent. There is a sense in which Luke views Jews and non-Jews as equal and both as 
going to inherit the Kingdom of God but at times he demonstrates that because of the 
oppressive nature of the Jewish leaders, Gentiles will inherit the Kingdom of God before 
them. The response of the Lukan Jesus to the hatred between Jews and Samaritans is to 
seek reconciliation through the definition of the term 'neighbour' to mean anyone in 
need. Luke attacked the neglect of the religious authorities and tried to create an 
alternative social order governed by compassion, love, and shared material wealth. He 
demonstrated this teaching through the parable he attributes to Jesus (Luke 10:30-35). 
The discussion in this section using data and a priori assumptions from the previous two 
sections will be used in the following section (3.4) to analyze the eastern Mediterranean 
concept of 'hospitality' as reflected in the social value of 'honour-shame' which is crucial 
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3.4 "SOCIAL AND CULTURAL TEXTURE:" MEDITERRANEAN CONCEPT 
OF HOSPITALITY AS OBSERVED IN THE REFLECTION OF 
HONOUR-SHAME IN LUKE 10:25-37 
3.4.1 Introduction 
In the previous section, I have studied the ideological texture reflected in Luke 10:25-37. 
It has emerged from the study that Luke attempted to create a new social order governed 
by compassion, love, and shared material wealth. Having identified how language could 
be used to exclude other people in section 3.3, in this section also, the study of language 
will be a necessary tool to a consideration of the cultural patterns exhibited in Luke 
10:25-37. Malina (1993:13) has established that language is part of a cultural pattern, 
perhaps the most important aspect, since thought and language are so interwoven. In this 
respect it should be seen that language is closely connected to the mode of life since 
when one speaks and acts one does so in one's own cultural context. This is the reason 
why the description oflanguage, by Berger and Berger (1975:73), as the "fundamental 
social institution" is justified. My main objective in this section is to examine some 
eastern Mediterranean cultural concepts relating to hospitality and then to apply them to 
the language used in Luke 10:25-37 in a bid to provide an understanding of the first-
century culture in the geographical area concerned. In realizing this goal, I will adopt the 
following approach: (1) I will define the term culture being used in this section; (2) I 
will define 'honour-shame' in the light of the concept of 'hospitality' in the eastern 
Mediterranean region; and (3) I will then apply the concept of 'hospitality' to Luke 
10:25-37. 
For this purpose I shall employ anthropological models as suggested by Robbins (1996a: 
144, 1996b:71; see also Boissevain 1979:83; Gilmore 1982:178). The aim of using 
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of a given text in the cultural context in which it was originally produced (Malina 1993: 
xiii). Indeed Muenchow (1989:599) has correctly observed that scholars have identified 
'honour and shame' as the dominant cultural value system of the Mediterranean region. I 
will demonstrate that honour-shame plays a crucial role in the encounter of Jesus with the 
lawyer as portrayed by Luke (10:25-37). 
Before proceeding further I need to define one of the key terms, which is the word 
'culture.' Definitions of 'culture' vary greatly as different groups use the word with 
different meanings. My notion of culture is a broad one, and refers to all attitudes and 
behavior of people in a particular group (see Malina 1993:12). Employing this definition 
will help me to discuss society, social relationships, social attitudes and social institutions 
and practices in their broadest sense. 
3.4.2 Understanding honour-shame in the eastern Mediterranean region 
Articles by Malina (1993), Malina and Pilch (1993), and Rabichev (1996:51-63) on the 
eastern Mediterranean concepts of "honour and shame" have proved to be very useful 
sources for my discussion in this section. Studies in cultural anthropology of the eastern 
Mediterranean world in the first-century AD have generated great interest among today's 
Biblical scholars (see also Rabichev 1996:52 citing Campbell 1964; Boissevan 1974; 
Davis 1977; Gilmore 1982, 1990). Concepts derived from such studies are being 
employed by scholars such as Malina to understand the first-century world of the Gospel 
materials. One of the most important values in the eastern Mediterranean region in 
general and the lands of the Bible in particular are the concept of "honour and shame" 
(see also Malina 1993:viii, 28-58; Robbins 1994:187 citing Gowler; Muenchow 1989: 
599; Gilmore 1982: 179). This is not to suggest that there is no regional shift of the 
cultures of the Mediterranean region. I use the term culture in plural because of the 
diversity of cultures one would come across even in this region that most scholars have 
assumed to be uniform (Rabichev 1996:51 citing Boissevain 1979:83; Gilmore 1982:178; 
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the dominance of the idea of honour-shame in social interaction in the eastern 
Mediterranean region during the first-century. 
In that region (eastern Mediterranean) "honour" is understood to be the way in which an 
individual perceives himselflherself and the way in which society perceives that person. 
It could be ascribed (inherited) or acquired through achievements (see my discussion in 
sub-section 3.4.4). Malina (1993:32; see also Pitt-Rivers 1977:1; Malina & Neyrey 
1991a:25) says that honour is a "claim to worth and the social acknowledgements of that 
worth." He further observes that honour "requires a grant of reputation by others before 
it becomes honour ... " (Malina 1993:33; see also Rabichev 1996:52 citing Du Boulay 
1976:405). In tlrs respect, honour should generally be regarded as a widely held 
, 
acceptable norm of behaviour. Rabichev (1996:52) speaks of honour as the means 
through which people can consider themselves through the eyes of others and bring their 
behaviour in line with what they think others expect of them. The same is said to be true 
of the concept of shame: "A sense of shame makes the contest of living possible, 
dignified, and human, since it implies acceptance of and respect for the rules of human 
interaction" (Malina 1993:51). Shame being the opposite of honour "is a claim to worth 
that is publicly denied and repudiated" (Pilch & Malina 1993:96). Malina and Neyrey 
(1991 a:41) maintain that the concept of honour-shame has largely to do with a person's 
gender and consequently his or her position in society and the household. 
According to Malina (1993:13), our common knowledge of the world allows us to 
experience the world in terms of categories which all of us employs to classify the things 
around us. In this regard, each individual experiences the world in terms of categories 
that he or she shares with the other members of that society. Therefore the aim of 
honour in this respect should be seen as one that enables "a person to interact in specific 
ways with his or her equals, superiors, and subordinates, according to the prescribed 
cultural cues of society" (Malina 1993:54). It enables one to know when he or she is 
confronted with phenomena, for instance 'honour-shame: that makes it necessary to 
draw boundaries to distinguish oneself from other people. I hope to show that such an 
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Luke 10:25-37 in their proper cultural context. This perspective focuses particularly on 
the concept of honour-shame in the light of hospitality, which fonns the basis for much of 
the dialogue Luke fashions between Jesus and the lawyer. 
3.4.3 'Hospitality' and 'honour-shame' in the eastern Mediterranean region 
The responsibility of caring and concern for the traveler and those in need is largely taken 
for granted in Scripture. Although we come across such examples in the Bible, the only 
specific instructions about providing hospitality concern the Christian's responsibility 
towards their fellow believers. In the eastern Mediterranean region, hospitality was the 
act of "receiving" strangers or visitors and turning them into guests (Pilch & Malina 
1993:104). Hospitality was a demonstration of friendship extended to a stranger or 
visitor. This act of being hospitable to strangers was part and parcel of the cultural 
customs and practices which were prevalent in the eastern Mediterranean region and 
which every person was required to observe (Dunston 1991:393). The concept of 
hospitality in the eastern Mediterranean region should be understood in the light of the 
idea of honour-shame, because the person who extends hospitality to a stranger enhances 
honour. Similarly, the Old Testament speaks of the concept of hospitality included 
among other things concern and care for the sojourner (Exodus 22:21, Leviticus 19:10, 
Deuteronomy 10: 19). Therefore, since hospitality was the entertainment of a stranger 
(sojourner) as a guest it was upheld as a sacred obligation throughout the eastern 
Mediterranean world (see Dunston 1991:393 and Pilch & Malina 1993:104). It is 
justifiable to argue here that the concept of hospitality was heartily and stringently 
observed in comparison to many a written law. When a person is said not to be 
hospitable, it means that they are in shame (Dunston 1991 :393). It also implied that such 
a person was ignoring or disrespecting the customs of his own people (Dunston 
1991:393). Failure to provide hospitality to a traveler in need was a serious offence 
liable to punishment by God (see Deuteronomy 23:3-4). Hospitality should not, 
however, be confused with the obligation of entertaining family members or friends, as 
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This discussion so far goes to show that hospitality was held in very high esteem among 
the people of the eastern Mediterranean region and was an act that determined a person's 
worth. It was in a sense a sacred duty to strangers required of everyone in the community 
(Dunston 1991:393). To demonstrate lack of hospitality to a stranger or visitor meant 
dishonour. The practice of hospitality ranked very high among the virtues practiced in 
the eastern Mediterranean world. Malina and Pilch (1993: 1 04~ 1 07, see also Dunston 
1991 :393) identify three stages that hospitality took. 
(1) A stranger must be tested. The fact that strangers were and still are a security risk 
to any community required that they be subjected to a test to establish whether they were 
genuine or not (see Joshua 2:2-3; Genesis 19:4-5. Further in the Old Testament, a 
stranger would wait at the city-gate for an offer of hospitality (see Genesis 19:1, Judges 
19: 15). Obviously such a practice of hospitality to strangers was subject to abuse by 
elders and pretenders. Precautions had to be put in place in order to test the genuiness of 
a Christian traveler and to forestall their becoming a burden to the Christian community 
(cf. 1 John 4:1;2 John 7-11). The host had to ensure how the stranger would fit into the 
whole framework of his community. Asking them to deliver a speech (Dunston 1991: 
393, see also Acts 13:14-15) tested sometimes strangers. Even those strangers who 
carried with them letters of recommendation could normally not escape the test (Malina 
& Pilch 1993:104; see also 2 and 3 John; Romans 16:3-16; 1 Thessalonians 5:12-13). 
(2) The stranger must be treated as a guest. Strangers or visitors came under the 
protection of a patron or host who should be an established member of the community 
(Malina & Pilch 1993:104). In order to tum a stranger into a guest, it was required of the 
host to conduct the ritual of foot washing which signified the process of transforming a 
stranger into a guest (see also Genesis 18:4; 19:2). This was followed by a kiss of 
welcome. Water was provided to wash the dust from the stranger's feet gathered as a 
result of travel (see also Genesis 18:14, 19:2,24:32, Judges 19:21), and oil to anoint his 
head (see also Psalm 23:5, Amos 6:6, Luke 7:46). Apart from the use of oil at the 
consecration of the priest (Exodus 29:2) and the ceremonial ritual in recognition of the 










A Socio-rhetorical Analysis of Luke 10:25-37 102 
guest as they took their place at the feast in Egypt. In this regard we see that oil 
symbolised an image of comfort, spiritual nourishment or prosperity. In the case of the 
story under study (10:25-37), oil and wine was applied by the Samaritan on the victim as 
a medicine (Evans 1990:470-471). The wine was used to staunch the bleeding and 
perhaps as a stimulant. It had soothing protective qualities and was used for bruises and 
wounds, as is the case in 10:33. Furthermore, the host was required to offer two other 
things to the guest: protection and maintenance (Malina & Pilch 1993: 1 05). Protection 
was to be extended not only to the guest but also to his animals, if any. Moreover, the 
guest was to be provided with food, shelter and water, and the same were to be extended 
to his animals (see for example in Genesis 24:14,32, Judges 19:21 in which case animal 
fodder was supplied when required by the traveler). The minimum provision requirement 
was bread and water (Deuteronomy 23:4, 1 Kings 17:10-11), however, such meagre fare 
was often exceeded. The guest would take on the traditional role of protege which 
implied that to insult or offend him one was actually insulting or offending the host 
(Malina & Pilch 1993: 105). 
3. Finally, the stranger would leave the host either as friend or enemy. The gesture of 
hospitality achieved two things. Firstly, if the stranger left as a friend, news would 
spread around of "praises to the host (e.g. 1 Thessalonians 1 :9; Philippians 4: 15)." 
On the other hand, if the stranger departed from the host as an enemy, "the one 
aggrieved will have to get satisfaction (e.g. 3 John)" [Malina & Pilch 1993:106]. 
This principle applies to all enemies (Dunston 1991:393). It was not a requirement 
that hospitality be returned according to Malina and Pilch (1993:106); but on the 
contrary, Stambaugh and Balch (1989:38) argue that 
... a very old tradition emphasized the importance ofhospitaJity, of the 
shared obligations of providing food and shelter to visitors, in the assurance 
that they would extend the same hospitality to you when you traveled near 
their home. 
The Old Testament position cited here in part that sometimes hospitality might be given 
in return for an earlier kindness seems to agree well with Stambaugh and Balch's views 
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3.4.4 Application of the eastern Mediterranean concept of 'hospitality' to 
Luke 10:25-37 
103 
What follows below represents an attempt to come to tenns with the concept of 
'hospitality' and its relation to honour-shame in the first-century world of Luke 10:25-37 
in order to try to rationalize the behavior of characters depicted there. In doing so, as 
indicated in sub-section 3.4.1, much reliance will be placed upon several studies, such as 
the work of Malina and others, on the eastern Mediterranean world of the first-century 
AD. 
Concepts of 'honour-shame' and 'hospitality' towards a foreigner are central in 
understanding Luke 10:29-37. The priest and the Levite (10:31, 32) mentioned in the 
story were members of a privileged Palestinian Jewish society enjoying ascribed honour. 
Ascribed honour is the kind of honour that one enjoys by virtue of birth or family 
background (Malina 1993:33-34). In the case of the priest and the Levite, it was an 
honour attained through Levitical orders or Aaronic heritage, which associated them 
closely with the Temple which was at the heart of Jewish life and was the centre of the 
worship of Yahweh. The lawyer who encounters Jesus in Luke 10:25-37 enjoyed 
acquired honour, which he attained through achievements in life and by being highly 
learned in the law. Acquired honour refers to the social status one attains over others in 
social interaction through education or achievements (Malina 1993:34-37). However, the 
lawyer should be thought of as occupying the same level as the others in the social 
hierarchy mentioned in the passage (priest and Levite). The likes of the lawyer were held 
in very high esteem in Jewish society as they "advised the Sanhedrin on judicial matters 
by interpreting the Torah" (Stambaugh & Balch, 1989:99). 
MJllina and Neyrey (1991a:49) classify Luke 10:25-37 as a "negative challenge" to the 
honour ofthe Lukan Jesus. Luke portrays the motive of the lawyer as one of intention to 
trap Jesus in a bid to dishonour him. However, the trap fails to achieve its intended 
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respondent to his own trap (10:25-28). The defense put forward by Jesus in Luke enables 
him to maintain his honour at the expense of the lawyer. The shame suffered by the 
lawyer in turn forces him to hit back at Jesus with another challenge (10:29) "Who is my 
neighbour?" This second challenge must be understood as a continuation of the honour-
shame contrast between the lawyer, who seeks to reclaim his honour just lost (10:25-28), 
and Jesus. To counter the second challenge, the Lukan Jesus narrates the parable of the 
Good Samaritan (10:30-35) which is focused on hospitality to strangers. The parable (10: 
30-35) contrasts the actions of two esteemed and honourable Jews (priest and Levite) as 
compared to the hospitality of the Samaritan. The priest and the Levite could be said to 
have set the Temple ritual above the claims of humanity because of their failure to be 
hospitable to the victim. The humiliation derives from nc glect and heartlessness shown 
by the official representatives of the official Jewish religion (priest and Levite) towards 
the victim on the Jerusalem-Jericho road. They failed to extend the expected hospitality 
to the victim. 
The Samaritan's hospitality towards a foreigner is perhaps greater than often assumed. 
The love and mercy shown by the Samaritan towards the victim on the Jerusalem-Jericho 
road stands out in the Lukan construction of society as deserving great honour, because to 
extend hospitality to someone in need was held in very high esteem as discussed in sub-
section 3.4.3 above. The hospitality of the Samaritan transcends the observance of 
"group attachment" (Malina & Pilch 1993:110) because he does not reject an outsider 
and enemy in need. In spite of the fact that the Pentateuch forbids the touching of a 
corpse or blood, the Samaritan proceeds to supersede the law because life is endangered. 
His action on the Jerusalem-Jericho road is characterized by five elements: (1) he was 
moved with compassion (10:33), (2) he went near the victim (1O:34a), (3) poured oil and 
wine (10: 34b), (4) bandaged his wounds (1O:34b), and (5) brought him to an inn for 
safety (10: 34c). As though this were not enough, having reached the inn the Samaritan 
proceeded to do even more (1) by paying for the lodging of the victim at the inn (10:34), 
and (2) promising to return and reimburse whatever might be owing (10:35). Before the 
Samaritan departed, Luke records that he paid two denarr;; extra and promised to repay 
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(1987:37) argues that "Two denarrii, ... represent around three weeks' worth of food for 
one person or about 1% of an ancient Palestinian's annual bUdget." This was an 
incredible mark of hospitality on the part of the Samaritan. The story suggests that the 
Good Samaritan could have made regular trips to Jerusalem and could have been in good 
terms with the landlord of an inn as is shown by the responsibility he leaves in the hands 
of the owner of the inn (10:34-35). 
Looking at the story in the light of the eastern Mediterranean concept of hospitality. one 
notices that the Samaritan more than fulfilled the requirements of the virtue of hospitality. 
Firstly, although this may be stretching the point too much, the Samaritan could be said 
to have tested the victim by going near him in order to prove that he was a genuine 
person in need. This, of course, involved a security risk on his part as this road was 
infested with criminals. Although there were very good roads, it was often dangerous for 
one to travel alone. As the parable (10:30) indicates, one was likely to be attacked by 
thieves on these main roads. especially in "politically unsettled provinces" (Stambaugh & 
Balch 1989:38) as is the case of the setting of this story. Banditry came into being 
because of the social and economic unrest which resulted in violence (Rhoads 1976:154-
156). The inns could be seen as havens of safety along the dangerous roads as is 
demonstrated in the story (10:34-35). 
Second. he turned the stranger into his guest by offering him protection and support in the 
form of first aid on sight, food and protection. He cared for him. Although the oil and 
wine in this case was used as medicine it could also be argued that the anointing of this 
stranger with oil signified the process of his being treated as a guest or friend. The 
Samaritan brought the victim to an inn to safety. Inns were places of entertainment and 
lodging which were found at intervals of about twenty-five to thirty-five miles along the 
main roads (Stambaugh & Balch 1989:38). It is generally pointed out that most of these 
inns were used for immoral activities and innkeepers had a bad reputation (Stambaugh & 
Balch 1989:38). Most of them were dirty, badly kept, and badly managed. leaky and 
generally uncomfortable. They usually had stables attached to them (Stambaugh & Balch 
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Hatch 1829:44ft) argues that "security and hospitality when travelling had traditionally 
been the privilege of the powerful, who had relied upon a network of patronage and 
friendship, created by wealth." The assertion by Judge calls to mind the fact that a 
private traveler along these roads, unless he was affluent, would rather endure discomfort 
than go into these inns. Hospitality was offered in these inns but it had to be paid for. 
Although the Samaritan in the parable (l0:30-35) carries out the responsibility of a host, 
he cannot be said to be a host here in the normal sense of the word since the incident 
occurs outside his own community and home. In fact, the Samaritan being away from 
home himself becomes a foreigner in a foreign land but nevertheless takes pleasure in 
hosting the victim in an inn and providing maintenance, protection and first aid. That a 
host wat' responsible for the safety of his guest, and the Good Samaritan in the story 
vividly illustrates welfare of his guests (10:33-35). 
Third, though not mentioned by the text, the victim upon recovery and going home must 
have spread news praising the Samaritan, which would not have been received kindly by 
a Jewish audience. This was because a mere mention of the word "Samaritan" left a 
profane taste in the mouth of a Jew because Jews refused to regard Samaritans as blood 
relations (Jeremias 1977:91, see also my discussion on the hatred between Jews and 
Samaritans in sub-section 3.3.4). In this regard the Samaritans were seen as Gentiles 
(Jeremias 1977:91). Although the Samaritans recognized the Pentateuch and observed 
the statutes of the law scrupulously, they were nevertheless not admitted into the Jewish 
establishment, for they steadfastly held to Gerizim, and not to Jerusalem, as "chosen 
place" (see also my discussion in sub-section 3.3.4). This is the framework in which the 
Lukan lawyer listens to the parable (10:30-37). 
Furthermore, it must be emphasized that hospitality stands out as one of the virtues that 
was accorded the highest honour in the eastern Mediterranean region during the first-
century AD. This was the reason why, through lack of hospitality, Luke portrays the 
Jewish religious authorities as distancing themselves from the Kingdom of God. On the 
contrary, the Lukan Samaritan is shown by Luke to be honorable through his gestures of 
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Jericho road; in contrast the supposedly honorable Jews appears shameful (10:30-37) 
because of their failure to help the victim. The failure by the priest and Levite to act as 
neighbour fits well with the Lukan presentation of Pharisees and lawyers as people who 
do not accept the plans of God (7:30) and are not hospitable (7:44-46). The shameful 
behavior of the Jewish religious leaders in the parable is paralleled by the shameful 
behavior of the lawyer who sought to trap Jesus because "asking questions for the 
purpose of gaining an advantage over another is not a Kingdom exercise" (Craddock 
1990:150). 
The final blow the Lukan Jesus unleashes on the lawyer is a potent one: "Who among 
these three (priest, Levite and Samaritan) proved neighbour to the man who fell in the 
hands of robbers?" (10:36). The lawyer was forced to swallow the bitter pill because he 
was required to acknowledge that an accursed outsider was more honorable than his 
fellow Jewish leaders. The bitterness of this acceptance can be seen in his failure to 
mention the name of Samaritan, as it was an abominable conclusion for him to make. It 
is clear from the story that individuals can lose honour through failure to perform what 
societal norms requires of them. In the light of this parable, failure to show hospitality, 
love and mercy to anyone in need leads an individual to losing his or her honour in the 
Christian community. In the eyes of the Jewish community, however, the Samaritan 
depicted in the story remained despised as he was a descendant of a mixed, outcast 
population. 
3.4.5 Summary 
The Lukan Jesus is portrayed as ascribing honour to the Samaritan through the gesture of 
hospitality and turning the honour enjoyed by the lawyer, the priest and the Levite into 
humiliation (10:29-37) because of their lack of hospitality. Luke thus underscores the 
honourable position of the Samaritan as against that of the lawyer, and the Temple 
hierarchy in the parable (10:30-37), who were people who possessed great honour but 
lacked hospitality. In the context Luke's Jesus has unsurped ascribed honour according 
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relationship between humankind and the sacred as depicted in Luke 10:25-37, thereby 
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The analysis of a cultural concept of 'hospitality' observed through the cultural values of 
'honour-shame' in Luke 10:25-37 in the previous section (3.4) leads me to the final 
application of Robbins' socio-rhetorical approach in analyzing the sacred and the profane 
in Luke 10:25-37. Throughout human history, religious traditions have articulated what 
. it is to be human by explaining the relationship of humankind to the sacred. A survey of 
literature ·on the parable of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10:25-37) shows that very little 
attention has been given to the subject of the sacred and the profane. The present section 
will identify and analyze theological language in Luke 10:25-37, which reveals Luke's 
conceptions of the sacred and the relationship of the sacred with humankind. The main 
purpose of this section is to discover how the first-century people conceived the sacred in 
relation to the human in their religious faith, practice and experience. Robbins (1996b: 
120) refers to this study as sacred texture, which according to him implies the quest for 
God in a specified corpus. In this section, I will discuss the concept of the sacred and the 
profane in Luke 10:25-37 in terms of(1) Jesus and religious authorities, and (2) a code of 
conduct. Theological language seeks to interpret the way in which the sacred is related to 
human beings and to understand how the sacred involves men and women in the process 
of transforming the world into the sacred (Robbins 1996b:120) 
3.5.2 Understanding sacred and profane 
Durkheim (1915, 1965) was the first to formulate a clear distinction between the sacred 
and the profane. The term sacred refers to that "which is set apart to or for some person" 
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times that are symbolized or filled with some sort of set-apartness which we and others 
recognize" (Robbins 1996b: 120). The notion of the sacred is mostly reserved for God 
but it is also attributed to creatures. In the first-century world of Luke 10:25-37, the 
sacred referred to communal values upheld by the community. Micrea Eliade (1959:96) 
observes that religious persons seek to live their lives in harmony with the divine by 
emulating the conduct of the divine: 
This faithful repetition of divine models has a two-fold result: (1) by imitating the 
gods, man remains in the sacred, hence in reality; (2) by the continuous reactualisation 
of paradigmatic divine gestures, the world is sanctified. Men's religious behavior 
contributes to maintaining the sanctity of the world. 
Malina (1993 : 151) defines profane as "that which is not set apart to or for some person 
in any exclusive way, that which might be everybody's and nobody's in particular to 
varying degrees." In this respect, the profane should be considered to be in opposition 
to the sacred. The profane in this regard not only means what is regarded as secular and 
blasphemous, but also describes the kinds of relationships exhibited in Luke 10:25-37 
which are in opposition to the sacred or could be said to be impure. 
3.5.3 Jesus and religious authorities: sacred and profane 
Within first-century Jewish culture religious authorities possessed considerable power 
because of the ideological construction of the Jewish society. This power enabled them 
to control the Jewish religious system, which served as a link between their fellow human 
beings on the one hand and God on the other. There are three types of religious 
authorities mentioned in Luke 10:25-37: (I) lawyer, (2) priest, and (3) Levite, who 
performed specific duties in society in relation to the sacred. These were the formal 
officials of the Jewish religion who together with the people constitute Israel (Kinsbury 
1991 :21). Fitzmyer (l978:883, 887) observes that Levites of the first-century enjoyed a 
privileged status along with the priests, and were entitled to tithes for their priestly 
service (see my discussion in sub-section 3.3.2.2). In Luke 10:25-37 a clear distinction 
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no distinction is made in terms of function, social status, etc.). Kingsbury (1991 :21-22), 
identifies two distinctions of these religious authorities in the Lukan plot. 
(l) Luke portrays these religious authorities as. distinct from each other and also from 
Jesus and the disciples. A good example is the distinction made between the priest and 
the Levite in 10:31, 32. 
2) Luke portrays them as the opponents of Jesus (e.g., 5:17, 21, 30). In Luke 10:25-37 
and in the entire Gospel according to Luke, they confront Jesus with controversial 
subjects (for instance, the question of the law in Luke 10:25-37). 
The Lukan Jesus stands outside the normal structures of religious authorities. Kingsbury 
(1991: 17) maintains that Luke's Jesus is "open, sharply confrontational and forgiving 
towards the religious authorities ... as he clashes with them" throughout his life. Luke has 
the lawyer address Jesus as "Teacher" (l0:25) even though he (Jesus) had not been to one 
of the rabbinical schools. Luke was concerned to show Jesus as more important, worthier 
of honour than trained legal officials. Perhaps the lawyer was simply saying: "you say 
you are a teacher; well then, let's see how clever you are ... " (my emphasis) as the motive 
of his question indicates (l0:25). Luke presents Jesus as a person possessing much 
authority and the dominant speaker in this episode (see also Tannehill 1986:227) 
Luke frames a controversial dialogue between Jesus and the lawyer, which is focused on 
the interpretation and implications of the law. Contrary to the other Synoptists, Luke 
portrays the lawyer as one who interprets the law; the law is 'canon', therefore, sacred 
(Roetzel 1985:24-25). The conclusion I would draw from here is that the lawyer was an 
official interpreter of the law because the Jewish community gave him the authority to 
interpret the law. Unlike the lawyer, Luke's Jesus takes upon himself the role of 
profane, because even his reaction to the interpretation of the lawyer is characterized by a 
profane orientation, the Samaritan (Ford 1984:83-84). It is the profane Samaritan in the 
parable who manifests the transcendence in human society, by 'doing' mercy to a 
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91-92). Talbert (1986:123-124) argued that the priest and the Levite, in fear of making 
themselves impure by touching a wounded (or dead) person, make a detour in order to 
avoid pollution and leave themselves intact or clean. To approach or come into contact 
with a cOIpse would have resulted in their being contaminated, and they would be 
required to undergo purification rites (Leviticus 8-9). Priests were not allowed to touch 
blood or busy, apart from their nearest of kin (mother, father, son, daughter, brother, 
virgin sister, see Leviticus 21: 1-3). Though not implied by the text under consideration, 
they were at all times as priests expected not to defile themselves through any form of 
contamination or uncleanness (Talbert 1986:124). 
It has generally been argued that the original story would have had a Jew in place of the 
Samaritan and the conduct of the priest and Levite would have been understood 
sympathetically by a Jewish audience (Caird 1963: 148 see also Montefiore 1910:467) 
because they understood the requirements of the law. The priest and Levite were merely 
fulfilling the requirements of the law. In Leviticus 8-9, a detailed ritual is prescribed 
which transfers priests from the realm of everyday life to that of the sacred, so that they 
can mediate between God and the peOple. Indeed Jews who were loyal to the teachings 
of Scriptures were very knowledgeable about cleanness and uncleanness, one such law 
being the one concerned with contact with a dead body (Numbers 19:11-13, 14-19). 
Nevertheless, the scandal of the parable of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10:25-37) is the 
fact that it functions as an iconoclastic text because it destroys the cherished sacred 
beliefs of the lawyer in a profane way. Luke does not portray Jesus as instructing the 
lawyer on exemplary conduct, but instead destabilizing the lawyer's world and thereby 
challenging him to participate in a new world, the world of the Samaritan (Talbert 1986: 
124). Talbert (1986:124) is right when he maintains that in the context of the parable 
Luke 10:25-37 is a shocker: . 
The original parable in its setting in Jesus' career aimed not to instruct but rather to 
challenge, to provoke, to shatter stereotypes. The stereotyper is challenged in his 
judgements; the usual criteria for evaluating a person's worth are placed by that of 
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Luke challenges the neglect of those in need that was exhibited by the religious 
authorities of Israel, who were preoccupied with the observance of ceremonial law. The 
behaviour of the profane Samaritan sharply contrasts with that of the Jewish religious 
authorities who were considered to be sacred by their own community. In the eyes of 
Luke the priest and the Levite appear as villains. Luke presents Jesus, through this 
encounter with the lawyer, as abolishing the distinction between the sacred and the 
profane (Ford 1984:91-92). The portrayal of the mission of Jesus in Luke 10:25-37 
would seem to be two-fold. 
(1) The extension of the Kingdom· is offered to all people regardless of whether 
traditional Jewish society placed them down on their scale as profane. This Kingdom 
should be marked by love through service to the person in need across traditional 
boundaries. 
(2) Membership of the Jewish community is portrayed as meaningless because ritual 
commandments must be replaced with the law of love (implied in 10:30-37). It is a 
challenge to redress the entire system. In this way, Luke portrays Jesus as addressing the 
establishment in tones of warning and challenge so that they would change their attitude 
towards him and his defense of what they considered to be profane, namely, outsiders and 
outcasts (Scroggs 1975:13; see also Schillebeeckx 1980:32). 
The mention of religious authorities in Luke 10:25-37 sets the stage for the analysis of 
the many roles performed by the actors in the religious life of the first-century world of 
Luke. This study of religious authorities provides insight into the religious and social 
functions they performed in that society. These were people who were solely "set apart" 
(Malina, 1993: 151) from the people in general for religious duties. These religious 
authorities were considered sacred because they possess within themselves what the 
community as the ultimate value upheld. It needs to be stressed that the roles of the 
priests and the Levites were interconnected as they both served in the Temple in so far as 
sacrifices, music and worship were concerned. Although a clear distinction existed 
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The following few paragraphs analyze a code of conduct in the text under study because 
it reflects the moral sense of right and good in Luke 10:25-37 as it is based on what is 
regarded as good in the first-century society. 
3.5.4 A code of conduct 
There is not a single society that may be understood without a study of its code of 
conduct. A code of conduct refers to a set of ethical rules, which govern acceptable 
standards of behavior in private, public and religious life. Implicit in Luke 10:25-37 is 
just such a code, at verse 28. Malina (1993: 139) says that "relationships between human 
beings are patterned and controlled by more or less obvious rules of behavior." The 
major significance of such ethical rules prevalent in the first-century society of Jesus is 
that they draw attention to pitfalls that can be avoided (Luke 10:31, 32), and, more 
positively, suggest in broad terms how people should behave in the interest of the good of 
society (e.g., Lukel0:33-37). In this regard, the law should be understood as a normative 
set of rules of conduct for human beings, which attach sanctions or penalties to the 
consequences of any action that transgresses one of the rules. 
The society into which we as humans are born defines our existence and experience. 
According to Malina (1993:152): "Human beings the world over are born into systems of 
lines that mark off, delimit, define nearly all significant human experiences." Luke 
pictures Jesus and the lawyer referring to a code of conduct known as the "law," that is 
instructions delivered by God to the people of Israel which were intended to regulate 
individual and communal practice and behaviour: "What is written in the law? How do 
you read?" (10:26). The law defined society. Malina (1993:29) acknowledges this 
when he argues that "human beings have an overpowering drive to know where they are. 
Line-drawing enables us to define our various experiences so as to situate ourselves, 
others, and everything and everyone that we might come into contact." Indeed sacred 
texts define people, existence and the world. Many sacred texts, be they oral or written, 
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attach to them. In this instance everything in Jewish society was dependent on the 
understanding of the law. Israel, unlike some other nations, had carefully embedded 
their laws in a written code which required continuous reinterpretation, as in the case of 
the lawyer (10:27, 29), to keep it current with changing circumstances. Smart and Hecht 
(l982:xi) submit that: 
The world's sacred texts are potent sources of inspiration and behavior and, more 
importantly, they playa crucial part in the formation of people's perception of reality. 
They may be thought of as somehow revealed, or as expressions of revelatory 
experiences, and typically they are treated as possessing authority. 
In terms of this analysis, I agree that sacred texts influence the way people interpret the 
environment around them. These texts possess this authority because the community or 
'canonized' have sanctioned them, and they are to be upheld by everybody. These laws 
were obviously aimed at good conduct of individuals for the well being of society and 
they helped prevent hatred, dishonesty, and anarchy, to name but a few of their purposes. 
The Jewish law was intended to be a guide to good relationships, primarily with other 
members of the community, in order to maintain balance. Jewish society existed on a 
religious ideology, according to which all those who were not true Israelites and did not 
strictly observe the religious and social laws were marginalised. The attitude of the 
Lukan Jesus towards Jews should be seen against this background. Two challenges can 
be singled out from the discourse on the commandments to love in Luke 10:25-37. Jesus 
tells the lawyer that (1) he must conduct himself in accordance with the law (10:28); and 
(2) he must be like the Samaritan and go beyond the requirement of his society (l 0:37). 
Luke depicts Jesus as associating himself with important social issues drawn from the 
law, such as Jew-Gentile relationship. In the Lukan theology both Jews (sacred) and the 
Gentiles (profane) are important in the vision of Jesus. Luke intends the exchange 
between Jesus and the lawyer regarding the social codes to be understood as Jesus 
challenging the system of purity and exclusivity and the injustice that it fostered. The 
parable (10:30-35) violates the Jewish purity system and sharply criticizes the Jewish 
religious leaders. The code that the Lukan Jesus is inculcating for his own community is 
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The opponent of Jesus in Luke 10:25-37 is an expert in Jewish religious law. Many 
scholars have wondered why the lawyer posed this question to Jesus (10:29) when he 
knew all the answers to his questions. However, I want to maintain that the question 
attributed to the lawyer, "Who is my neighbour?" is not a genuine one. The lawyer 
sought to justify his own practice of treating many people, including fellow Jews, in a 
way which implied that they were not his neighbours, i.e., he was not under social 
obligation to them. In any case, Luke is not primarily interested in an internal Jewish 
debate. He typically puts Jewish leaders in a bad light but here the Jewish leader serves 
as a foil for a message about a broadened attitude regarding social obligation, which 
makes need not group membership, impc·rtant. In the case of Luke's community this 
looks like a potentially strong argument for insisting that the affluent are obliged to help 
whoever in the community is in need. This fits well with the communitarianism of Acts 
(whose authorship is traditionally said to be the same with the Gospel according to Luke). 
Luke portrays Jesus as reading the Scriptures in a way, which is quite different from that 
of his contemporaries. The conduct of the priest and the Levite towards the victim on the 
Jerusalem-Jericho road is another case in point. Their ethical conduct derives from the 
existence of purity rules in the first-century world (Leviticus 21:17-24). Purity here 
refers to the state of complete devotion to God with an absence of any physical form of 
defilement (Malina 1993:29) such as coming into contact with blood. With a discussion 
of purity rules come the whole question of human experience of the sacred and issues of 
group identity. For instance, the Hebrew Bible directs that a priest was not to 
contaminate himself through material contacts with blood or corpses as his purity was of 
great importance to the community because he was considered sacred. In the event of 
contamination, the individual was required by law to undergo purification. One comes 
across these laws in the priestly documents contained in Leviticus and Deuteronomy. As 
the duty of the priest was to maintain the ritual purity of Israel and its Temple, this could 
serve as one of the reasons why the priest and the Levite passed by the victim (10:31, 32) 
though this was not implied by the text. However, it is a popular assumption, made by 
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Jerusalem-Jericho road because they were afraid of violating purity laws (Bailey 
1980:44-47; Jeremias 1966:203-204; Fitzmyer 1978:887). On the other hand, the 
Samaritan is portrayed in his action towards the victim in a moving manner: when he saw 
the man in need he "was moved to pity" (10:33). Luke attributes compassion to the 
Samaritan, who was outside the requirements of the law (Nolan 1977:28). The action of 
the Samaritan (10:33-37) is consistent with the attitude of the Lukan Jesus towards 
outcasts. The reading of Scriptures that Luke seems to be driving home here is a call to 
an "inclusive" community (Cassidy 1978:33). It is clear that in Luke lO;~5-37 Jesus is 
challenging the Jewish establishment's definitions of neighbour and love, because his 
perception (10:30-37) is contrary to what Jews would have expected. The Lukan Jesus 
openly exposed and criticized the religious author!ties for their gross negligence and 
pretence at the expense of the masses because they used the law to define non-Jews as 
I 
profane. Evidently, religion was a factor generating division and inequality in the first-
century (Desrochers 1977:50). 
3.5.5 Summary 
This section has described the concept of the sacred and the profane in the first-century 
world as exhibited in Luke 10:25-37. Because of the centrality of Scriptures to Jewish 
life, I find the analysis of Roetzel (1~85:77) fitting in summing up this section covering 
Jesus and the religious authorities and a code of conduct: 
The scriptures were central to the thought and life of every first century Jewish 
community. They defined social roles, provided moral code, offered instruction and 
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CONCLUSION 
Part II, consisting of Chapter Three, has demonstrated Robbins' socio-rhetorical criticism 
by applying its -methods to Luke 10:25-37 in an integrated manner. -This chapter has 
analyzed the many ways a parable can be read and interpreted. Instead of demonstrating 
one limited method of reading a parable, this chapter has applied five textures to Luke 
10:25-37. In the course of the analysis, I have shown the advantages of combining 
methods of reading, thus stimulating an interaction between various approaches 
demonstrated by individual sections in the Chapter. This analysis has enabled me to have 
a broader and more comprehensive understanding of Luke 10:25-37 and the methods in 
use. Throughout the Chapter rules of social-rhetorical criticism have operated in 
dialogue with other disciplines. The findings of this analysis have shown that a parable 
can be read from diverse methods and the other can employ the data realized from each 
investigation. The employment of all five textures suggested by Robbins to Luke 10:25-
37 is not to misunderstand Robbins but is intended to evaluate how his approach can 
effectively serve the analysis of a parable in an interdisciplinary manner. This analysis 
has proved the old adage that the test of the usefulness of a method comes not in theory 
but in practice. It is time now to evaluate the findings of this study in totality, and draw 
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My purpose in this chapter is to provide an evaluation of socio-rhetorical criticism in the light of 
its applicability to Luke 10:25-37 as a case study. The reason for this analysis is to demonstrate 
the significance of what socio-rhetorical criticism can offer to parabolic interpretation today. In 
order to arrive at an overall judgement with regard to the main concerns of this study, this 
chapter will address the following questions. What are the main strengths and weaknesses of 
socio-rhetorical criticism? In addition, what are its potentialities for developing a more 
theoretically based framework for the study of parables? These questions are best considered in 
relation to some of the main characteristics of this approach as identified in Chapter Two, 
mainly (1) interdisciplinary focus, (2) dialogue, (3) ideological interests, and (4) the relevance of 
socio-rhetorical criticism to parabolic interpretation today. While the theoretical advantages of 
socio-rhetorical criticism have been well expounded by Robbins (see 1984, 1994, 1996a, 1996b, 
to cite only a few) and are explained in Chapters One, Two and Three of this thesis, it is relevant 
to recapitulate their significance for parabolic interpretation. It is essential that I now evaluate 
the achievements of this study, by assessing the methods employed and the kinds of results 
achieved. 
4.1 Achievements of the socio-rhetorical approach 












being an interdisciplinary approach (Robbins 1996a: 16-17), although every intellectual strategy 
has its costs as well as its benefits. I have examined the limits of the historical-critical method 
(see my discussion in sub-section 1.2) and how these might be overcome using new methods 
and the emerging new approach in socio-rhetorical criticism. Unlike previous approaches, 
socio-rhetorical criticism brings to parabolic interpretation useful insights gained from "literary 
critics, linguistics, sociologists and anthropologists" (Robbins 1996a: 17, my emphasis). Its 
conception of the social sciences reflects this interdisciplinary focus, and in my view it is in this 
aspect that the great merits of socio-rhetorical criticism reside. This approach is distinguished 
from the existing approaches in the field of parabolic interpretation to the extent that it takes up 
the historical-critical method 'l..1d fuses to it a conscious application of ideas and techniques 
drawn from the social sciences (Robbins 1996a:239, 144-236). The significance of the method 
of employing the social sciences in parabolic exegesis is two-fold: (1) it has useful models that 
help to provide an adequate understanding of the parables, and (2) it helps to overcome the 
" 
failure of the historical-critical method to engage concepts and perspectives from sociology and 
cultural anthropology in the analysis of parables (see Robbins 1996a:15, and also some of the 
exegetes who have applied the social sciences to the New Testament such as Kee 1989, 1993; 
Malina 1981, 1993, 1986; Tidall1984 etc.) 
Undoubtedly, the value of the applicability of socio-rhetorical criticism to the parable of the 
Good Samaritan (Luke 10:25-37) has been useful because it has unveiled features of first-
century society and culture that could have been omitted had it not been for its interdisciplinary 
nature. It has indeed generated fresh insights for interpretation in the parable of the Good 
Samaritan (10:25-37). Since human beings do not live in a vacuum, this analysis has taken into 
account political, socio-economic, cultural, religious, and communal structures of the world that 
shaped Luke 10:25-37. This was made possible because socio-rhetorical criticism introduced 
great insights gained from sociology and cultural anthropology which facilitated my 
examination of aspects of social behaviour (such as 'hospitality' and 'honour-shame') and 













I have argued that any resolution of the present crisis, which maintains the conflicts in parabolic 
interpretation, must involve the methods .of socio-rhetorical criticism over the next decade. 
Socio-rhetorical criticism seeks to bring two areas of thought - socio-scientific and literary-
critical methods - into dialogue with the historical-critical method - to show, how an adequate 
understanding of the current parabolic crisis demands some comprehension and integration of 
the insights of all disciplinary areas. The application of socio-rhetorical criticism to Luke 
10:25-37 has revealed the social settings that characterised first-century Palestine. The methods 
employed were able to unveil the dynamics depicted in Luke 10:25-37, portraying the kind of 
interactions between the various social structures that either maintain power or bring about 
inequality (see also Robbins 1 996a: 192-236). The importance of this discovery revealed the 
level of power relations that made it possible in the first-century for the dominant people to 
oppress and act upon those in subordinate position (see my discussion in section 3.3, and also 
Robbins 1996a: 195). . 
These methods of socio-rhetorical criticism were also able to define and analyze ways in which 
groups and individuals existed and functioned within first-century Palestine - such, groups as the 
lawyer, priests, and Levites (10:25-37). A significant differentiation was made between Jews 
(represented by the lawyer, priest, and the Levite) and Gentiles (represented by the Samaritan) 
also between the priest and the Levite in the Lukan world-view. The significance of these 
findings sheds more light on the relationship between Jews (insiders, those under the law and 
presumably in a superior position) and Samaritans (outcasts, outside the law and presumably the 
weak) at the time. The discourse in 10:25-37 was able to show how in the Lukan world-view 
the existing social order at the time was to be reversed and the weak were to be looked upon 
favourable by God (see my discussion in section 3.3). Through this analysis, an adequate 
understanding was reached of the relationship between individuals, the relationships between 
groups, the structures of groups and the social stratification of first-century society (Robbins 
1996a: 195; see also Meeks 1983; Malina 1981; Halliday 1978; Fowler 1981). In a nutshell, the 












Testament world and the dynamics of the Christian communities in the Roman world of the 
first-century. I am of the view that the discipline of socio-rhetorical criticism has great potential 
for enhancing our ability to enter more fully into the conditions that shaped the life and 
perception of the early Church, thus enriching our understanding of the parables and their 
significance for Christian faith today. 
Another important aspect of socio-rhetorical criticism is its call for dialogue among scholars, 
which is the means by which they (scholars) are able to extend and improve their services to the 
community in their interpretative process (Robbin 1996a: 16-17). Robbins laments that "while I 
am happily moving boundaries, otilers fight to keep them in place" (Robbins 1994: xii). He see::; 
this as a frustration of his efforts towards an interdisciplinary approach that seeks to initiate 
dialogue. According to Robbins (1996a:11-12) dialogue is an i teraction between professional 
persons who explore a problem to fmd a solution that will best serve to provide an adequate 
understanding of a Biblical text. As a process, dialogue should be seen as a technique for 
improving and expanding the interpretative process in parabolic interpretation. This method 
provides specialised help and technical information from a variety of disciplines by bringing 
together scholars and interpreters in an exchange of information, making it possible to provide 
greater service in resolving disputed analysis of parables (my emphasis; see also Robbins 
I 996a:3). The merit of this process of dialogue is the fact that it is not the property of anyone 
discipline. The knowledge, skill, and scientific base it rests upon are those that of the 
professional disciplines of the scholars engaged in consultation with one another. Socio-
rhetorical criticism derives its competence from the historical-critical method and the social 
sciences. Dialogue is predicated on three main assumptions (Robbins 1996a:9): 
(1) that the scholars engaged in dialogue over parables and bring to that dialogue greater 
knowledge than if they had kept it to themselves (my emphasis), 
(2) that the scholars engaged in dialogue can help to improve upon the use of their skills, or 
acquire new ones for the better analysis of parables today ( my emphasis), 
(3) that the scholars can use the process to enhance their function by clarifying thinking, 












Gowler (1994:34) has warned: "If we fail to establish dialogue, we leave the Gospels isolated 
from the contexts in which they were created." Dialogue may result in the continnation of 
sound knowledge and identification of gaps and weaknesses of the approaches that have been 
applied to parables before and those being used now. The importance of dialogue in parabolic 
analysis should be seen as a helpful process involving the use of technical knowledge and a 
professional relationship with one or more persons involved in interpretation. This is a 
relationship of mutual respect and confidence, which the scholar develops, enhances, and 
maintains by opening doors and continuing the process of dialogue (Robbins 1996a:11-12). 
This approach, in my view, may facilitate resolution of present controversies that surround 
parabolic interpretation because its value lies not only in its capacity to initiate dialogue with 
ancient narratives but also to initiate dialogue between interpreters through a more open 
discussion with those who advocate more limited agendas (Gowler 1994:35). 
The role of language in social interaction has been highlighted in socio-rhetorical criticism in 
the understanding of individuals, groups and society (Robbins 1996a:44-95; see also 
Mulholland 1991:307; Alant 1990:18-166). The analysis of the role of language in Luke 
10:25-37 enabled me to interact with the meanings of words and sentence patterns (Robbins 
1996a:44-95). This aspect of employing techniques and tools from socio-linguistics to New 
Testament analysis has gained considerable prominence among scholars. Many scholars have 
come to realise that language not only provides the linguistic symbol system of a culture, but 
also is itself part and parcel of the culture in which it is used (Alant 1990: 162). Obviously the 
ftmction oflanguage differs from place to place and it was discovered in this study that language 
could be used to exclude other people from the realm of the sacred (Luke 10:29; see also Alant 
1990:163). The significance of analysing the role of language in parables could be summed up 
in the words of Alant (1990:71): 
Language does not only indicate society's relationships with its physical-
historical conditions (environment, tradition); it also expresses interpersonal 
relationships (class, kinship, ethnicity, generation, status etc.), as well as 
intrapersonal orientations which are of special relevance in re-appropriating 
and evaluating all the taken-for-granted meanings of society. It is this intra-
relationship, which flows from man's ability to think, cry, laugh about and 












It is widely believed today that every interpretative method works to perpetuate some ideology 
(see Robbins 1996a: 192-236). Although the nature of socio-rhetorical criticism as designed by 
Robbins, as well as its achievements, may be open to debate, I strongly believe that this 
approach is a successful part of the process which seeks to fmd a future way forward out of the 
crisis that surrounds Biblical analysis in general and parabolic interpretation in particular today. 
Part of the problems surrounding parabolic interpretation have resulted from the failure of 
interpreters or scholars to declare their ideological interests or backgrounds that inform their 
tools of analysis (my emphasis, see also Robbins 1996a:36). This has resulted in numerous 
conflicting ideas on what the parables are and how they should be interpreted. Therefore, socio-
rhetorical criticism is intended to answer some of these difficulties. It is possible now that one 
parabolic interpreter can recognise and talk to another if they declare their respective agendas 
and work together. Instead of protecting one or other fragment of discipline in parabolic 
interpretation, socio-rhetorical criticism is calling on all analysts to parade different alternatives 
so that the whole may be appreciated and organised by the reader (Robbins I 996a:20-2l ). The 
process of making ideological interests known, will facilitate analysts' suspending fmal 
judgement about the worth of particular approaches to parables until the whole conflicting array 
has been examined. However, this will not be easily achieved as I foresee a fierce ideological 
debate raging round the proposition that the socio-rhetorical approach can and should be used to 
overcome the limitations and inaccuracies attributed to the historical-critical method. This is 
because some scholars would still want to maintain their positions of power in their respective 
areas in order to exert their influence. 
Socio-rhetorical criticism brings to light the reality that all human existence is lived within a 
particular context, mostly comprising diverse interactive backgrounds (Robbins I 996a: 194). 
What this means is that Christian life is not lived in a vacuum but within the framework of 
everyday experiences of political, economic, religious, educational, institutional, and cultural 
dynamics (Robbins 1996a:4-17). Socio-rhetorical criticism has proved useful in explaining the 
Lukan theology in the parable of the Good Samaritan (10:25-37) because of its capacity to dig 












some useful tools of analysis for analysing the socio-political, cultural, ideological and religious 
setting of fIrSt-century Palestine as depicted in Luke 10:25-37 (see also Robbins 1996a: 192-
236). McDonald (n.d.:599) in his critique of Robbins' (1984) book pointed out that the 
approach of socio-rhetorical criticism "effectively confmed interpretation to the realm of social 
history." What McDonald fails to realise is the fact that socio-rhetorical criticism is an 
interdisciplinary approach which is not confmed only ''to the realm of social history" but relates 
to many disciplines which include Biblical methods (see my analysis and application of socio-
rhetorical criticism in Chapters Two and Three). 
4.2 Limitations of the socio-rhetorical approach 
One of the costs of socio-rhetorical criticism in its application to the parable of the Good 
Samaritan (10:25-37) has been to inhibit generalisations about aspects of Christian community 
as portrayed in the New Testament having its parallels in the Roman-Hellenistic world. 
Parallels involve some points of similarity between two texts or cultures. This weakness came 
out strongly when I analyzed the eastern Mediterranean concept of 'hospitality' attributed to the 
Samaritan observed through the social value of 'honour-shame' (see my discussion in section 
3.4 & also Luke 10:33-37). The method of analysing cultural patterns fails to take into account 
the regional shifts of the cultures in the eastern Mediterranean region. Robbins (1996a: 144-191 ) 
utilises the works of Bruce Malina (1991, 1993), on which I also depended heavily, who equally 
makes this great omission. As I have indicated in section 3.4, many scholars have taken it for 
granted that there is uniformity of cultures in the Mediterranean region. A typical example is 
the way Malina employs cultural anthropology to analyze New Testament materials (see for 
instance Malina 1993). Malina does not take into account the diversity of social and cultural 
dynamics that constituted the Roman world in the first-century (see also similar criticism by 
Mulholland 1991:301-307). While agreeing with Robbins, I am inclined to go further and 
suggest that this uniformity can only be said to be true of the core ideas of these cultural 












However, another cost of socio-rhetorical criticism is the tendency to apply modem sociological 
models to the New Testament in general and parables in particular. It goes without saying that 
models have been developed in the present world whose social, political, economic, ideological, 
and cultural dynamics are very different to those of the Roman world of the first-century 
(MUlholland 1991 :304-307). Although the application of these models to Luke 10:25-37 has 
shed significant insight into the first-century; nonetheless, this kind of analysis does not do 
justice to parables, as the world of the text is not adequately accounted for. Robbins has, 
however, put mechanisms in place to check this but there is a probability of error. 
The other problem of socio-rhl.!torical criticism is the process of reading and re-reading the same 
text from different perspectives (see Robbins 1996a:3). This could result in a text eventually 
being forgotten altogether if the interpreter spends so much time in investigations of diverse 
theories and methods that in the final analysis the text is not accorded maximum attention. My 
application of the approach to Luke 10:25-37 in sections 3 and 4 of Chapter Three have 
demonstrated this fact. Furthermore, by virtue of its interdisciplinary nature, there is a sense in 
which socio-rhetorical criticism inherits all the limitations embodied in other disciplines, as 
Robbins (1996a:3) rightly acknowledges, "while this may clarify certain issues, it will 
continually raise others." 
4.4 Relevance of socio-rhetorical criticism to parabolic interpretation today 
Among the most important practical criteria against which socio-rhetorical methods can be 
judged is their relevance to current issues and the ease and speed with which they can be applied 
to evaluate the consequences of different approaches in parabolic interpretation. The relevance 
of a specific approach is, of course, dependent upon its ability to quantify a particular line of 
thought. Thus it can be concluded that since the methods Robbins has suggested can be used to 
develop further methods sensitive to current issues in parabolic analysis, socio-rhetorical 
methods covered in this study are considerably more relevant to current issues facing parabolic 












In VIew of the general conclusion that socio-rhetorical criticism strategies offer major 
advantages over the traditional historical-critical approach, it would seem highly desirable to 
implement a continuing programme of research in parabolic analysis and to open dialogue with 
other scholars. The programme should be directed towards the introduction of socio-rhetorical 
strategies as an element of an interdisciplinaty approach that has developed study procedures, so 
that they can become common techniques available to all scholars, interpreters and students of 
the New Testament. Socio-rhetorical criticism has considerable potential in the field of 
parabolic interpretation. Not only does it answer in many respects the limitations of historical-
criticism referred to earlier in the study, but it also emphasises many of the other very important 
technical deficiencies inherent in historical critical approach. In addition, the application of the 
approach to Luke 10:25-37 has shown that it is a highly relevant approach to parabolic 
interpretation because it offers many advantageous tools of analysis: 
Foremost in importance will be the approach's own unique history and tradition, based on data 
from the past in which Biblical interpretation and analysis lives, moves, and has its being. 
However, socio-rhetorical criticism will also take shape out of encounters with other specialised 
approaches as it employs them in an integrated manner to Biblical texts in general and parables 
in particular. Indeed its very methodological procedures and nature will unfold from such 
encounters. The data it brings to parables will be re-expressed and re-formulated in the larger 
context of dialogue with other disciplines. Perhaps most important is the fact that socio-
rhetorical criticism is asking us to look· to the past as the source of power to transform the 
present and future in parabolic scholarship and interpretation. However, where does socio-
rhetorical criticism fit into the realm of Biblical scholarship and interpretation today? 
According to Gowler (1994:35) socio-rhetorical criticism: 
... takes its place among the works of other scholars who are testing these 
interdisciplinary waters. These waters do not lead to that mystical promised 
land of the one correct interpretation, presupposed by some New Testament 












Last but not least, Robbins does not in any way advocate a divorce from the past, but sees the 
future as one that should include: 
(a) A more successful integration of the study of both Jewish and Greco-Roman 
literature into New Testament studies; (b) insights from secular literary criticism and 
modern linguistics in order for New Testament studies to become more a part of the 
humanities and social sciences; (c) various forms of structural analysis influenced by 
linguistics, sociology, and rhetorical criticism that utilises various philological, 
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